CHAPTER 1V

First Steps Toward Mobilization

The lightning German attacks on
Denmark and Norway in April 1940,
followed by the invasion of Belgium and
the Netherlands in May and the fall of
France in June, brought into operation
the War Department’s M-day plans. As
the Allies’ situation became increasingly
critical, the President outlined a vast
program for defense. He proposed to
call to arms the largest peacetime force
in the nation’s history, to equip it fully
with up-to-date weapons, and to gear
the economy for rapid production of
implements of war. Spurred by Hitler’s
victories, Congress voted huge appro-
priations and granted necessary powers.
The course of events in Europe under-
scored the urgency of American rearma-
ment. But, before the United States could
mobilize, before it could create a large,
modern army and realize its industrial
potential for war, it first had to build
facilities for housing and training troops
and for manufacturing and storing muni-
tions. As in 1917, construction emerged
as the controlling factor in preparedness.

The Defense Program

In mid-May, while German armies

were overrunning the Low Countries,

the President asked Congress to add
$732 million to the military appropria-
tion bill for 1941, then before the Senate.
The bulk of this money was to cover
costs of increasing the Regular Army to

255,000 men and procuring equipment
for the Protective Mobilization Force,
which might soon be called out. The
President’s request included $26 million
for building service schools, tactical
stations, storage, shelter, and seacoast
defenses. It also contained a substantial
sum for breaking bottlenecks in the
production of critical items—$44,245,000
to enlarge the old-line arsenals and erect
four new government-owned munitions
plants: two for making smokeless powder,
one for loading ammunition, and one
for manufacturing Garand M1 rifles.
Appearing before the Senate Appropri-
ations Committee on 17 May, General
Marshall recommended a further step—
expansion of the Army to 280,000, the
peacetime limit set by the National
Defense Act of 1920. Congress quickly
acceded to these requests. The aug-
mented bill, approved on 13 June, gave
the War Department $1,756,552,958 in
funds and contract authorities. A total
of $133,880,887 was earmarked for con-
struction.!

On 31 May, as the German tide swept
toward Dunkerque, President Roosevelt
sent a second urgent request to Congress,
this one for “over a billion dollars.” Di-
recting attention to the “almost incredible

Y (1) Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.

Roosevelt, 1940, pp. 198—205. (2) S Subcomm of the
Comm on Appns, 76th Cong, 3d sess, Hearings on H
R 9209, pp. 400401, 404, 406, 409. (3) 54 Stat. 350.
(4) For a detailed account of the events treated in this
section, see Watson, Chief of Staff, pp. 166-92.
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events of the past two weeks,” he urged
“the speedy enlargement of the program
for equipping and training in the light of
our defense needs.” Roosevelt emphasized
the need for munitions plants. He de-
clared: “These facilities require a long
time to create and to reach quantity
production. The increased gravity of the
situation indicates that action should be
taken without delay.” But while he put
industrial requirements first, the Com-
mander in Chief did not neglect the
need for a larger army. He coupled his
appeal for funds with a request for au-
thority to bring the National Guard into
federal service.? The German successes
in western Europe and the threatened
disaster to Great Britain, which possibly
might involve the surrender of the
British fleet, had changed the whole
rearmament picture. A new urgency
gripped the nation’s military planners
and Congress. No longer would modest
increases in the armed forces suffice.
What came to be called the defense pro-
gram was, after late May, a broad
build-up at the fastest possible rate, not
only for the immediate goal, defense of
the Western Hemisphere, but also for
wider demands that might lie in the
future.

Two days before his second message
to Congress, on 29 May, Roosevelt took
the first organizational step toward ex-
pediting the defense effort. On that date
he revived the Advisory Commission to
the Council of National Defense
(NDAC), a World War I agency which
had never been formally abolished.?

2 Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt,
1940, PP. 250—52. )

3 Council of Nat Def, Rules and Regulations (5
F.R. 2213), 29 May 40. Authority for the appointment
of the Advisory Commission was in the Act of August

29, 1916 (39 Stat. 649).
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In a fireside chat a few evenings earlier,
he had cleared the way for this move,
announcing that he would call in men
from industry to help direct rearmament.
“It is our purpose,” the President told
his listeners, ‘“not only to speed up pro-
duction but to increase the total facilities
of the nation in such a way that they
can be further enlarged to meet emer-
gencies of the future.” But, he added,
“We must make sure, in all that we do,
that there be no breakdown or cancella-
tion of the great social gains we have
made in these past years.”” He saw noth-
ing in the situation to warrant longer
hours, lower standards of pay, or poorer
working conditions. Rather he envisioned
the New Deal and preparedness going
forward together, the one furthering the
other.* An order of 24 June named the
commission’s members, three to serve
full time and four part time. The full-
time advisers were to be William S.
Knudsen, president of General Motors;
Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., chairman of
the board of U.S. Steel; and Sidney
Hillman, head of the CIO’s Amalga-
mated Clothing Workers.®

As a matter of fact, the commission
had already started to function. The
first meeting took place at the White
House on the morning of 30 May. Since
NDAC was to be his co-ordinating
agency, Roosevelt on 6 June ordered
the Army and Navy to submit for its
approval contracts for ‘“all important
purchases”—later defined as those
amounting to $500,000 or more. Agree-
ments for construction as well as for

4 Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt,
1940, pp. 236-38. )

5(1) Council of Nat Def, Nominations to Advisory
Commission (5 F.R. 2583), 24 Jun 40. (2) Civilian Pro-
duction Administration, Industrial Mobilization for War,
I, Program and Administration(Washington, 1947), p. 19.
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supplies would be subject to this review.
The commission began almost at once to
chart a course consistent with the Presi-
dent’s aims. By late June the members
were in substantial agreement that ways
would have to be found to obtain earliest
deliveries at lowest prices and that work
would have to be spread in such a way
as to reduce unemployment and utilize
idle productive capacity. They recog-
nized that these ends were attainable
only if contracting methods were both
flexible and streamlined.s

While the Advisory Commission was
thus engaged, the War Department, too,
was bestirring itself. At the instance of
Assistant Secretary Johnson and his
executive, Colonel Burns, supplemental
estimates were in preparation and long-
range plans were under consideration
for an Army of 4,000,000 men. On 11
June, the day after Italy entered the
war, Johnson appointed a ¥-man com-
mittee ‘““to submit a balanced program
based on military needs. . . for the crea-
tion of additional productive capacity.”’?
The formation of this committee was but
part of an intensive effort to define the
Army’s objectives which began on the
11th. Knudsen had that day demanded
to know how much productive capacity
the country would need and when. For
the next three weeks, Johnson and
Marshall endeavored to find an answer.?

8(1) CPA, Industrial Mobilization for War, pp.
19-25. (2) Memo, Roosevelt for Woodring, 6 Jun 4o.
WPB 411.33 Constr Project, Mil, Jun g0-41. (3)
CPA, Minutes of the Advisory Commission to the Council of
National Defense, FJune 1, 1940 to October 22, 1941
(Washington, 1946), pp. 2-3, 15-17. Cited hereinafter
as Minutes of the NDAC.

"Memo, Johnson for . . . , 11 Jun 4o.
ASF 134 A, Constr Program—Site Comm,

8 (1) Memo, Burns for Johnson, 13 Jun 40, sub:
National Policy on Mun Production Capacity. 470
Part 1. (2) Burns Interv, 24 May 56.
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In June, while the scope of the de-
fense program was becoming clear, the
War Department received its first large
increase in emergency funds. On the
26th the President signed the First
Supplemental National Defense Appro-
priation Act for 1941, providing for the
expenditure of slightly more than a
billion dollars. Roughly one-quarter of
the money was for construction. Since it
came so early, this measure did not
allow for a substantially larger military
force than had the regular appropriation
of 13 June. The enlisted strength of
the Army was raised to 345,000, but
there was as yet no action on the Presi-
dent’s proposal to call the National
Guard. A total of $84,079,584 was made
available for reception centers, troop
housing, airfields, and seacoast defenses.
More significant was the provision of
$200 million for expediting production.®
This sum was almost five times as much
as the act of 13 June had furnished for
the same purpose—an indication of
what General Marshall in mid-June
termed “the rapidly developing threat
... of the world situation.””®

By the end of the month the War
Department had outlined the basic plan
that would guide the first phase of its
rearmament effort. Known as the 3o
June Munitions Program, the plan was
designed primarily to create the facilities
needed to equip and maintain an army
of 2,000,000 men. The President ap-
proved the program on 2 July and sub-
mitted it to Congress with a price tag
of $3.9 billion on the 1oth, together with

9 (1) 54 Stat. 599. (2) H Subcomm of the Comm on
Appns, 79th Cong, 1st sess, Hearings on Military
Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1942, pp. 6, 156-57.

10 S Subcomm of the Comm on Appns, 76th Cong,
3d sess, Hearings on H R 10055, p. 4.
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a request for 15,000 planes.!! He de-
scribed the objectives, aside from air-
craft procurement, as follows:

To complete the total equipment for a
land force of approximately 1,200,000 men,
though of course this total of men, would not
be in the Army in time of peace.

To procure reserve stocks of tanks, guns,
artillery, ammunition, etc., for another
800,000 men or a total of 2,000,000 men if a
mobilization of such a force should become
necessary.

To provide for manufacturing facilities,
public and private, necessary to produce
critical items of equipment for a land force
of 2,000,000 men, and to produce the ord-
nance items required for the aircraft program
of the Army and Navy—guns, bombs, armor,
bombsights and ammunition.!?

The last of these objectives alone meant
that the War Department would build
its own munitions industry. Because
critical items were by definition non-
commercial articles normally not pro-
duced by private industry, most of the
new manufacturing plants would be
government built and owned. A vast
military construction effort would be
necessary to achieve the program’s goal,
which was, in the President’s words, the
filling of ‘“the material requirements
without which the manpower of the
nation, if called into service, cannot
effectively operate, either in the pro-
duction of arms and goods, or their
utilization in repelling attack.”!

Until now the administration had not
sought to muster a citizen army. It
being an election year, the President
was wary of anything so controversial as

(1) Memo, Marshall for Johnson, 2 Jul go.
(2) Memo, Burns for Red, 3 Jul 40. (3) Memo,
Johnson for Secy NDAG, 16 Jul 40. All in G-4/31773.

2 Pyblic Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt,
1940, p. 290.

18 Ibid.
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a peacetime draft. Pressure for com-
pulsory military service had, therefore,
to come from other sources. It was
through the efforts of the Military
Training Camps Association, a group of
prominent New Yorkers who had served
as officers in World War I, that the
Burke-Wadsworth Selective Service Bill
was introduced in Congress on 20 June.
That same day the President named
Henry L. Stimson, one of the associa-
tion’s members, Secretary of War. Roose-
velt publicly endorsed the selective ser-
vice measure on 10 July. Two days later
General Marshall appeared before the
Senate Military Affairs Committee to
urge speedy passage of the Burke-
Wadsworth bill and prompt action to
federalize the National Guard.!* For
the first time in history, Congress had
before it proposals to mobilize the
nation’s manpower in time of peace.
The War Department confronted a
situation it had not foreseen. For twenty
years top military planners had assumed
that a huge emergency construction
effort would not again be necessary. But
the crisis of 1940 compelled the Army
to undertake an even larger building
program than had U.S. entry into
World War I. In 1917 the Allies had
held a stable front in France, their
fleets had controlled the seas, and their
factories had furnished munitions to
American forces as well as to their own.
Now German armies stood on the shores
of the Atlantic, Britain was in jeopardy,
and friendly nations were seeking arma-
ments here. Moreover, mobilization oc-
curred before this country’s formal entry

1 (1) Watson, Chief of Staff, pp. 188-9g2. (2) Sher-
wood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 155-57. (3) Public
Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, 1940, P.
290.
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into World War II. This time the United
States, largely on its own, had to out-
strip Germany’s arms production. This
time, too, it had to maintain a sizable
army for an indefinite period on Ameri-
can soil.!®

Early Preparations

Even before the invasion of Denmark
and Norway, preparations were under
way for a large-scale building program.
Early in March, a week or ten days
after Hartman’s return to Washington,
the Chief of Staff sent for him. General
Marshall wanted to know how long it
would take to house 2,000,000 men. The
record of the old Cantonment Division
came readily to Hartman’s mind. In
1917 there were virtually no plans to
start with. Yet shelter for a million men
was complete five months after work
commenced. Hartman thought of the
plans he had developed during the past
six years—the organization charts, the
studies and reports, the ideal layouts,
and the mobilization drawings. Then
he gave his answer. If he could know
at once what units were to be housed
and where, if he could get the money
in May or June and begin work in July,
the new Army could be sheltered before
1 December. Marshall was merely seek-
ing information he might need if and
when mobilization did take place. But
to Hartman this interview was the
signal to get moving.!®

16 See Stimson’s statement, 24 Jul 40. In H Sub-
comm of the Comm on Appns, 76th Cong, gd sess,
Hearings on  Second Supplemental National Defense
Appropriation Bill for 194r, pp. 109-09.

16 (1) Memo, Burns for Johnson, 30 Mar 4o.
ANMB 334 Comm Members and Min. (2) State-
ment of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, pp. 2, 5-6, 10.
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His first step was to check the plans.
Calling for the mobilization drawings,
he made a startling discovery—during
his stay in California, someone had
altered the drawings. The size of the
barracks had been reduced, roof de-
signs had been cheapened, and studs
had been more widely spaced. Plywood
had been substituted for drop siding.
The new structures would be cramped
and weak. Some of the materials specified
were scarce. In short, the drawings would
not serve. The men who had helped with
the original blueprints started immedi-
ately to make another set. Colonel
Hartman soon received an even ruder
jolt. The remainder of his plans had
disappeared. Though copies had once
been on file with the Construction Divi-
sion, The Quartermaster General, G—4,
and WPD, not one could now be found.
Except for the Blossom report, which
he had kept on his desk as a reference
work these past twenty years, Hartman
had practically no written word to
guide him.” In charting a course for
emergency construction, he had to rely
primarily on his own judgment and the
example of World War 1.

Alert to the need for sound construc-
tion planning, Colonel Burns endeavored
to help by bringing in men from industry.
Through the Associated General Con-
tractors, he obtained the names of several
prominent men who might be available.
One was John P. Hogan, president of
the American Society of Civil Engineers.
A colonel in the Engineer Reserve, Hogan

17 (1) Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, pp. 2, 7.
(2) Hartman’s Testimony, 12 Aug 4I. In Truman
Comm Hearings, Part %, p. 2042. (3) Blossom’s
Testimony, 14 Feb 41. In H Comm on Mil Affs,
77th Cong, 1st sess, Hearings, Inquiry as to National
Defense Construction, p. 66. Cited hereinafter as May
Comm Hearings.
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had served in France in World War 1.
As chief engineer of the New York
World’s Fair of 1939, he had directed a
$100 million construction program. Late
in March, Maj. Leo J. Dillon, Burns’
executive officer, conferred with Hogan
in New York. The latter agreed to head
a Construction Advisory Committee
under the Army and Navy Munitions
Board. During April Hogan and Dillon
with Roosevelt’s help recruited the
following outstanding men, all of whom
agreed to serve without pay: Stephen F.
Voorhees, past president of the American
Institute of Architects; Alonzo J.
Hammond, president of the American
Engineering Council; Malcolm Pirnie,
general chairman of the Construction
League of America; and, from the
Associated General Contractors, Past
President E. P. Palmer and Managing
Director Harding. It was to take some
time for the committee to get organized,
and the first meeting did not take place
until 20 May.’* Meanwhile, plans for
defense construction were shaping up
rapidly.

By late April the mobilization draw-
ings had undergone a hasty overhauling.
Working largely from memory, veteran
employees of the Construction Division
restored many of the original plans,
which they then hastily revised. When
completed, this latest version of the
““~00 series” incorporated blueprints for
more than three hundred structures of
various types and sizes. Included were
drawings of barracks, mess halls, hos-

18 (1) Interv, Troyer Anderson with Col Leo ]J.
Dillon. Anderson File, Folder No. 4. (2) Memo,
Burns for Johnson, 30 Mar 4o. (3) Ltr, ANMB to
Palmer, 15 Apr 40. (4) Memo, ANMB for ASW and
ASN, 15 May 40. (5) Memo, ASN for the President,
21 May 40. Last four in ANMB 334 Comm Members
and Min,
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pitals, bakeries, and laundries; of store-
houses, shops, and administration build-
ings; and of recreation halls, post ex-
changes, and theaters. There were also
blueprints for roads and utilities and
layouts for typical camps. While these
plans resembled the ‘600 series” of
World War I, there were marked differ-
ences. The improved standard of living
accounted for certain changes. Central
heating had replaced stoves. Latrines
were now inside the barracks rather
than in separate buildings. Other changes
resulted from motorization. The stable
had given way to the garage, and road
nets were more elaborate.’? Secretary
Stimson called attention to still another
change-producing factor:

In 1917 the cantonments were intended
to house troops for a shorter period . ... We
then knew that our troops were going to
France and that much of their training would
be overseas. There was then strong evidence
that the contending forces in the war were
nearing exhaustion and that, whatever way
the decision went, the end was probably not
far off.

Today not only are we facing a most dan-
gerous emergency but there is strong evidence
that this emergency may be very prolonged.?

With this situation in mind, Hartman
introduced more durable features into
the plans. Two important changes were
the substitution of concrete foundation
piers for wooden posts and the addition
of termite shields. Another, aimed at
reducing maintenance costs, was the
addition of canopies, or, as they were
generally called, ““aqua medias” or “‘eye-

1 (1) Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, pp.
2, 7. (2) Report, Chief Construction Division, 1918, p.
17ff. (3) QM Standard Mobilization Drawings, 1940—41,
vols. I, II,

20 Stimson’s Testimony, 15 Apr 41. In Truman
Comm Hearings, Part 1, p. 6.
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brows.””? When Hitler attacked through
the Low Countries, the Construction Di-
vision had on hand drawings for quick,
cheap, and serviceable camps—drawings
that still lacked complete details but could
nevertheless be made to do.

Three days before the big German
offensive, on 7 May, the G—4, General
Moore, asked the division to compute
the cost of sheltering 1,200,000 men.
The estimating task fell to Major Nurse.
It was a formidable assignment. Since
sites were still unchosen, he could not
forecast requirements for utilities, roads,
and railroad spurs—all expensive items.
How much clearing and grading would
be necessary was any man’s guess. The
same was true of drainage. Wages and
prices were certain to rise; the question
was how far. And, while plans for typical
buildings were now available, bills of
materials were still in the writing. Using
the records of the 1939 projects and
such other information as he could
gather, Nurse arrived at a figure of
$800 per man for divisional cantonments.
This was a rock-bottom estimate. Keep-
ing within it would probably take con-
siderable doing, but to ask for more was
to invite refusal. Hartman checked the
figures and double-checked them, as
did Joseph A. Bayer of the Funds and
Estimates Section. Then, the three men
called on General Moore.2? ‘“When
we presented our estimates,” Bayer
recalled, “he seemed shocked they were

2 Memo, OQMG War Plans and Tng Br for Red,
1940. Opns Br Files, Misc Papers.

22 (1) Watson, Chief of Staff, pp. 166-67. (2) Litr,
Nurse to OCMH, g Mar 55. EHD files. (3) 1st Ind,
2 Dec 40, on Ltr, TAGO to TQMG, 16 Nov 40, sub:
Statement of Status of Emergency Constr Funds.
OM 600.1 (Funds) IX. (4) Hartman’s Testimony,
12 Aug 41. In Truman Comm Hearings, Part 4, pp.
2045-48. (5) Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55,
p. 8.

117

so high. We felt that they were low and
we did expect difficulty in accomplishing
our mission with the moneys we had
requested.”’23

Even at this late date, few in the
General Staff recognized the need for
an all-out construction effort. The hope
persisted that large numbers of men
might be housed in tents and existing
buildings, that the experience of World
War I need not be repeated. Describing
the General Staff’s attitude during the
spring of 1940, General Gregory said:
“In the original mobilization plans, you
see, it was planned to call up a unit
and put them in fairgrounds, tents, and
buildings. They couldn’t seem to get
that out of their heads, to realize that
they would need something more, that
they would need some place in which
to train successive groups of men.”’%*
At a mid-May conference, General Mar-
shall said that the shortage of shelter
was “no serious obstacle” to the raising
of a million men.?® The Chief of Staff
made no pretense of being an expert in
logistics. As a matter of fact, he left
logistical matters largely to General
Moore.%

Confronted with Nurse’s figures, the
G—4 refused categorically to entertain
so high an estimate. Even assuming that
divisional cantonments were to be built
and that the 700 series plans would be
followed—the General Staff had not yet
finally accepted either proposition—the
price was out of line, he said. Hartman
emphatically disagreed, maintaining that

2 Litr, Bayer to authors, 4 Jul 55.

% Verbatim Rpt, Meeting with Gregory and
Hastings, p. 15.

2% Notes of Conf in OCofS, 20 May 40. OCS,
Misc Confs, 20 May—25 Sep 4o0.

2% (1) Interv with Lt Gen Leslie R. Groves, 19
Jun 56. (2) Burns Interv, 24 May 56.
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the Quartermaster figure could only be
trimmed by dropping desirable features,
such as paved roads, theaters, and
recreation halls. Judging from experi-
ence, such action seemed inadvisable.
Hartman pointed out that the camps of
World War I had barely been started
before demands arose for these and
similar refinements. Moore nevertheless
reduced the estimate to $650 per man
by eliminating the “frills.” Then, fearing
that Congress would refuse even that
amount, he slashed the figure again,
this time to $400. Hartman, Nurse, and
Gregory fought hard for a realistic esti-
mate, but General Moore held firm. In
the end The Quartermaster General got
orders to use $400 per man as the basis
of future requests. At the time, there
was speculation as to whether Moore
was acting on orders from above.”
Questioned about this later, he replied:

I was responsible for cutting the estimates.
It was contemplated at that time that all
training was to take place in the South where
tents could be used. The neutralism in Con-
gress made it expedient to keep estimates as
low as practicable. We asked for what we
thought we could get. The estimates were
checked with what it cost to build a construc-
tion town at Fort Peck, Montana, per man,

in 1934.%

In terms of the construction task
ahead, Moore’s figure was appallingly
low. Before many days had passed, the
General Staff accepted the fact that
some divisional cantonments would in-
deed be necessary. Shortly thereafter the
Staff adopted the %00 series plans as

2 (1) Ltr, Nurse to OCMH, g Mar 55. EHD
Files. (2) Statement of Gen Hartman 5 Jul 55, p. 8.
(3) Hartman’s Testimony, 12 Aug 41. In Truman
Comm Hearings, Part 4, pp. 2046-48. (4) Groves
Comments, I, 6.

28 Replies to Questions, Incl with Ltr, Moore to
EHD, 3 Jan 56.
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standard for emergency projects. Colonel
Hartman tried to gauge how far $400
per man would go. First he set aside
$50 per man for utilities, a small sum
but all that Moore would allow. Then
he went down the list of facilities the
G—4 had approved, counting the cost of
each. When the total reached $350, he
drew a line. Above it were the bare
essentials, barracks, mess halls, store-
houses, hospitals, and temporary roads.
This much and no more could be had
within the limit imposed. Hartman was
under no illusions that other features
would not soon be added. Although he
could not avoid a sizable deficit, he did
hope to prevent the shortage of funds
from hampering the building effort.?
When the Hogan committee met in
Washington late in May, the draft of a
fixed-fee contract was ready for review.
Although the members suggested several
changes, they approved the agreement
and recommended its use.® Noting that
work on detailed plans and specifications
could not start until sites were picked,
they reported to ANMB on 10 June:
“Attempts to let competitive contracts
without adequate contract drawings in-
evitably result in confusion, delay, and
increased costs over any other method
.. the first priority contracts should
and must be done on a management
basis.”’# The construction press echoed

2 (1) Memo, Moore for Marshall, 28 May 4o.
G—4/31753. (2) WD Litr AG 600.12 (6-15-40)
M-D-M, 15 Jun 40, sub: WD Constr Policy. G-
4/31751. (3) Hartman’s Testimony, 12 Aug 41. In
Truman Comm Hearings, Part 7, pp. 2046—48. (4)
Constr Div Table, 14 Jun 40, Estimated Cost—
Triangular Div, 8,083 Men. Opns Br Files, Misc
Papers.

30 Memo, Constr Adv Comm ANMB for ANMB, 31
May g40. ANMB-MB 203.4-3.1.

# Rpt, Constr Adv Comm ANMB to ANMB,
10 Jun g40. USW Files, 134 Constr.
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the committee’s views. Advocating use
of fixed-fee contracts on emergency

projects, the editors of the Engineering
News-Record argued:

Its advantages for the government lie in
the speed with which work can be gotten
underway, in flexibility of handling changes
in plans, in increased efficiency through being
able to work with the contractor as a partner,
and finally in reduced cost by eliminating
the necessary contingent items in a competi-
tive bid. To the contractor the negotiated
agreement offers freedom from uncertainty
of labor rates, material prices, weather, and
unforeseen difficulties. It also gives the con-
tractor assurance of a profit. ... Without
question such a contract is the proper instru-
ment for the job at hand. 3

With these opinions, Colonel Hartman
fully agreed. Moreover, from his stand-
point, there was still another advantage.
Fixed-fee contracts, unlike lump sum,
could be let on the basis of ‘“‘guess-
timates.”

Toward the end of May, at Woodring’s
request, the chairmen of the Military
Affairs Committees, Senator Sheppard
and Congressman Andrew J. May, in-
troduced twin bills to authorize use of
negotiated contracts in this country.
Although the old law of 1861 permitted
waiver of advertising in emergencies,
Secretary Baker had been roundly criti-
cized for invoking that authority in 1914.
This time the War Department sought
congressional approval beforehand. The
bills made good progress at first. The
House took only three days to act on
the proposal. But when the matter came
before the Senate on 10 June, a hitch
developed, as Senator McKellar offered
an amendment to outlaw “what is
known as the cost-plus system of con-
tracting.” Reminded ‘““how much trouble

2 ENR, June 20, 1940, p. 5I.
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was caused” by the contracts of World
War I, the Senate agreed to the rider.3?
On learning what had happened, Hart-
man appealed through the Secretary of
War to Senator Sheppard, who prom-
ised to help. At Sheppard’s urging the
House and Senate conferees threw out
the McKellar amendment and in its
place adopted the following clause:
“the cost-plus-a-percentage-of-cost sys-
tem of contracting shall not be used
..., but this proviso shall not be con-
strued to prohibit the use of the cost-
plus-a-fixed-fee form of contract when
such use is deemed necessary by the
Secretary of War.” The Act of 2 July
1940, which empowered the Secretary
to let contracts “with or without adver-
tising,” contained this clause.?* Hartman
had crossed the congressional hurdle.
He had still to convince his superiors that
fixed—fee contracting was unavoidable.
When the fixed-fee measure entered
the legislative mill, the Hogan committee
turned its attention to another aspect of
the problem—the capacity of industry.
Through the AGC the committee learned
how many construction firms were avail-
able and how much work they could
handle. According to information fur-
nished by Managing Director Harding,
the nation had approximately 112,000
contracting enterprises. Nearly 80,000
functioned as subcontractors, while
17,000 more were small general con-
tractors whose business had amounted
to less than $25,000 in 1939. Some
10,000 firms were in the $25,000 to
$100,000 bracket and 5,000 were in the

386 Cong. Rec. 7841, 7843.

3 (1) Folder: Nat Def Expediting. Public Law,
703, 2 Jul 40, 76th Cong. OCE Legal Lib. (2) Litr,
Woodring to Sheppard, 13 Jun 40. SW Secret Files,
851-990. (3) 54 Stat. 712.
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TaBLE 4—ConNsTRUCTION WORKERS IN THE UNITED STATES, JUNE 1940

Classification

Number

Total. .o 2,627,157
MasOnS. . o oo 137,934
Carpenters. . ... . 697,479
Electricians. ... ..o 266, 880
Engineers. .. ..o 58,091
Painters. .. ... 352,127
Plasterers and cement finishers. . .. ... . i, 73,120
Plumbers and steam fitters. . ............oionmiiit e 213,634
Sheet metal workers. ... ... ... . ... 68,789
Laborers, building. . .. ... ... . 372,092
Laborers, road and street.............oinunniii e 259,523
A DIENtICES. ..ottt 40,105
Truck and tractor drivers. .. ... ..ottt 87,383

Source:

Continental U.S. USW Files, 134 Constr.

$100,000 to $1,000,000 category. At
the top of the industrial pyramid were
500 big concerns whose individual gross
receipts had exceeded $1,000,000 during
the previous year. As Harding pointed
out, these statistics did not tell the whole
story. Hit hard by the depression, the
industry had not yet fully recovered.
(Chart 2) Allowing for some shrinkage
during the lean years of the thirties,
Harding estimated unused construction
capacity at about $g billion dollars. If,
as he indicated, there was plenty of
contracting talent available, the Army’s
job would be primarily one of choosing
firms wisely and quickly putting them
to work. 3%

A second industrial element, con-
struction manpower, also came in for a
good deal of study by the Hogan com-
mittee. With eight million unemployed
in the country, the supply of unskilled
labor was for all practical purposes

8 Rpt, AGC for Constr Adv Comm ANMB, Jun 4o,
sub: Facil of the Constr Industry, USW Files, 134
Constr.

Report of the AGC to Constr Advisory Comm, ANMB, Jun 40, sub: Constr Workers in the

unlimited. But Hogan and his colleagues
had reason to think that getting enough
skilled workmen might be difficult. The
industry, which had employed 3,340,000
persons in 1929, offered jobs to only
1,610,000 a decade later. The sensitivity
of construction to changes in the business
cycle had lessened its appeal for young
men. Moreover, the unions, long domi-
nated by a philosophy of job scarcity,
had rigid entrance requirements.®*® At
the committee’s request, the AGC took
a census of construction workers. The
count turned up 2,627,157 experienced
workmen. (7Table 4) This number might
prove adequate, Chairman Hogan said,
“provided all were usefully and advan-
tageously used.” He nevertheless pre-
dicted trouble. The survey showed that
three out of every five workers lived in
the New England, Middle Atlantic,
and Great Lakes States, far from the
probable centers of emergency con-
struction activity, the South, Midwest,

3 (1) Ibid. (2) Commerce and Labor Depts,
Historical Statistics of the United States, pp. 63, 65.



122

and Southwest. Furthermore, many
skilled craftsmen had enrolled with WPA
and might be unwilling to give up their
relief status to take temporary defense
jobs. Considered from the standpoint of
productivity, the outlook was hardly
brighter. Throughout most of the in-
dustry, hand methods still prevailed.
Union workmen were accustomed to a
3o-hour and nonunion to a 4o0-hour
week. Under the circumstances, shortages
were almost certain to develop. Con-
tractors, pressed for speed, would com-
pete for trained workmen. Wages would
spiral and efficiency decline. Although
he offered no solution, Hogan recom-
mended that some means be found to
prevent local shortages. “Otherwise,”
he warned, “we will only be repeating
conditions that existed during the last
World War, which were notorious.”%
The committee also considered re-
quirements for architects and engineers.
At Hogan’s suggestion, professional socie-
ties began canvassing their members,
115,000 in all, to find out how many
would be free to take emergency assign-
ments. The information was to be of
great value. The immediate problem,
however, was one of time. Reporting to
the Munitions Board on the outlook for
defense construction, the committee listed
lack of detailed plans as ‘“‘the principal
bottleneck.””®® To fit typical blueprints
to the sites, to lay out roads and utilities,
and to complete contract and working
drawings would, they said, take 20,000
engineers, architects, and draftsmen a
full year. Early projects would have to

37 Ltr, Hogan to ANMB, 17 Jul 40. ANMB 334
Comm Members and Min.

3 Rpt, Constr Adv Comm ANMB to ANMB,
10 Jun 40, sub: Contract Drawings and Technical
Pers. USW Files, 134 Constr.
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start with a minimum of plans, but for
later ones thorough preparations could
and should be made. The committee
recommended that $15 million be
granted at once for architectural and
engineering services and that $35 million
more be added later. In this way, they
maintained, six months could be saved
on the Army’s long-term projects and-
one year cut from mobilization sched-
ules.®® The proposal was an excellent
one. Unfortunately, Assistant Secretary
Johnson did not act upon it.

While accepting the committee’s help,
Colonel Hartman was consulting men
more familiar with emergency construc-
tion. During June various leaders of the
old Construction Division of the Army
showed up at the Munitions Building.
Some came to volunteer their services,
among them General “Puck” Marshall.
Others came at Hartman’s invitation. A
telephone call to Whitson brought both
him and Gunby hurrying to the Capital,
where they were joined by Gabriel R.
Solomon and Frank E. Lamphere,
Gunby’s successors in the old Engineer-
ing Branch, W. A. Rogers of Bates &
Rogers, and several more who had
agreed to come to help their wartime
buddy, “Baldy”’ Hartman, get started.
Though most of them were now too old
for active duty, these veterans were to
serve their country again, this time in a
different capacity. Forming an unofficial
advisory board, they were soon furnish-
ing valuable suggestions as to how to
run the program.4

# Ltr, Hogan to ANMB, 10 Jun 40. USW Files,
134 Constr.

40 (1) Interv with Mrs. Pagan, 8 Mar 57; Gunby,
15 Aug 56; Ferdinand J. C. Dresser, 2 Apr 57.
(2) H. W. Loving, History of the Construction
Division, OQMG (Apr 41). Loving Papers.
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Much that Hartman did or attempted
to do in the late spring and early sum-
mer of 1940 reflected the World War I
experience. In 1917 the Army had had
to use wood stave piping. With that
fact in mind, he persuaded the foundries
to start casting two thousand miles of
iron pipe. He did this on his own initia-
tive and with no funds in hand. Similar
moves which needed War Department
backing failed. Knowing that centralized
procurement had worked well before,
he asked Generals Moore and Marshall
to help him obtain $50,000,000 from the
Reconstruction  Finance Corporation
(RFC) for a lumber stockpile. They
turned him down. Recalling that con-
fused and slow-moving audits had occa-
sionally handicapped the earlier effort,
he appealed to Johnson for money to
develop an accounting system for fixed-
fee contracts. This, too, met refusal. To
obviate the overcrowding and frequent
moves that had plagued the wartime
division, he proposed to erect temporary
offices on the parking lot behind the
Munitions Building. As Gregory recalled
it, General Moore just ‘“pooh-poohed”
the idea.# It was with this kind of help
from above that Hartman set out to
build an emergency organization.

Creating an Organization

The Construction Division was un-
equal to the task that confronted it. The
organization Hartman had inherited
from his predecessor was geared to the
programs of the past. On the eve of the
defense effort the Washington office
consisted of three branches—New Con-

41 (1) Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, pp. 6,
7-8, 18. (2) Verbatim Rpt, Meeting with Gregory
and Hastings, p. 9.
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struction, Real Estate, and Repairs and
Utilities—and four independent sections
—Legal, Administrative, Labor, and
Funds and Estimates. Manning the
division were 14 officers and 1,440
civilians. Field operations were under
the supervision of some 75 constructing
quartermasters and 8 Vicinity offices.
Field employees totaled 2,921. The or-
ganization that had performed creditably
for many years now required consid-
erable strengthening. Needed were large
numbers of officers—Hartman put the
total at 3,500—and a host of civilians.
Needed, too, was an administrative
framework capable of quick expansion.*
Recalling his struggles to bolster the
Construction Division, Hartman said,
“We in effect started from scratch.””*
On 15 June he reorganized his office
along the lines of the World War I
division.** With the help of two execu-
tives, Major Nurse and Maj. Mortimer
B. Birdseye, Hartman planned to direct
the defense program through eleven
branches, eight of which would be new.
(Chart 3) Heading the older units were
long-time members of the division: Major
Violante, Construction-Lump Sum (for-
merly New Construction); Colonel Val-
liant, Real Estate; and Major White,
Repairs and Utilities. Mr. Bayer was a
logical choice for the Funds and Esti-
mates assignment. To head the Legal
Branch, Hartman picked Maj. Homer

4 (1) Rpt, Constr Div to TQMG, 26 Nov 41, sub:
Rpt on the Activities of the Constr Div, July 1, 1940, to
November 1, 1941, pp. 90, 92. Cited hereinafter as,
Rpt, Activities of Constr Div, Jul 40-Nov 4r1. (2)
Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p. 6. (3)
Data prepared in EHD, List of Assignments of
Constr Os.

4 Truman Comm Hearings, Part 4, p. 2049.

# (1) Constr Div OQMG Office Order 29A, 15
Jun 40. QM o20 (Constr) 1921—40. (2) Constr Div
OQMG, Orgn Chart, 7 Oct 40. EHD Files.



Cuart 3—ORrcanizaTION OF CoNsTRUCTION Division, OQMG

June-NovemBEr 1940

CONSTRUCTION DIVISION
Chief
Col. C. D. Hartman
Executive Officers

Maj. H. B. Nurse
Maj. M. B. Birdseye

ADMINISTRATIVE BRANCH
Chief
Lt. Col. I. F. Bennett

LIAISON BRANCH
Chief
B. R. Value

LEGAL BRANCH
Chief
Maj. H. W. Jones

FUNDS & ESTIMATES BRANCH
Chief
J. A. Bayer

ENGINEERING BRANCH
Chief
F. E. Lamphere

CONSTRUCTING BRANCH
LUMP SUM
Chief—Maj. A. L. Violante

CONSTRUCTING BRANCH
FIXED FEE
Chief—H. W. Loving

REAL ESTATE BRANCH
Chief
Col. R. D. Valliant

ACCOUNTING & AUDITING BRANCH
Chief
0. 1. Koke

PROCUREMENT & EXPEDITING BRANCH
Chief
Lt. Col. S. Jacobson

Source: Orgn Charts, Constr Div, OQMG, 1940. EHD Files.

REPAIRS & UTILITIES BRANCH
Chief
Maj. W. R. White
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W. Jones, an attorney who, after serving
many years in the Quartermaster Corps,
had transferred in 1939 to The Judge
Advocate’s Department. A  veteran
Quartermaster supply officer, Lt. Col.
Simon Jacobson brought a wealth of
purchasing know-how to the new Pro-
curement and Expediting group. Other
branch chiefs came from private life.
Burnside R. Value, a distinguished con-
sulting engineer, headed Liaison; Oscar
I. Koke, a prominent C.P.A.; Auditing
and Accounting. Ira F. Bennett, a top
engineer at Charles T. Main and a
lieutenant colonel in the Quartermaster
Reserve, took charge of Administrative.
Mr. Lamphere, who had won high praise
for his recent work on the Pennsylvania
Turnpike project, returned to his old
position as chief of Engineering. For the
Fixed Fee post, Colonel Whitson sug-
gested Harry W. Loving, secretary of
the Carolinas Branch of the AGC, who
joined the Division in July. Seven of
Hartman’s key assistants—Nurse, Vio-
lante, White, Jones, Koke, Bennett, and
Lamphere—had served with Construc-
tion in World War I. All were experts
in their fields.

An important adjunct to the division
came into being in July. During June
Hartman had stressed the need for a
board of outstanding civilians who could,
like the Starrett committee of World
War 1, assist in selecting firms for fixed-
fee projects. Without contractors of high
integrity and superior ability, the fixed-
fee system would fail. Hartman insisted
that applicants be judged on merit
alone and that politics never be a factor.
His first thought was to have either
NDAC or the Hogan committee handle
the work of selection. When both de-
clined—they were not set up to do the
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job, they said—Hartman decided to go
it alone. Early in July he formed the
Construction  Advisory = Committee,
OQMG, composed of Francis Blossom,
Forrest S. Harvey, and Ferdinand J. C.
Dresser. Blossom, a senior partner of
the prominent New York firm of Sander-
son & Porter, had received wide recog-
nition for his work as chairman of the
Board of Review of Construction in 1g1g.
Harvey, a veteran of the Construction
Division of the Army, was a civil engi-
neer of unusually broad experience. He
came to the committee from Leeds,
Hill, Barnard and Jewett of Los Angeles.
Dresser, director of the American Con-
struction Council and president of the
Dresser Company of Cleveland, had
served as a member of the National
Board for Jurisdictional Awards, the
now defunct ‘“supreme court of the
building industry.” He had later held
important posts in PWA. Since Blossom,
the most distinguished member, was
approaching seventy, the chairmanship
went to Harvey. On 15 July General
Gregory took the committee under his
wing, making it directly responsible to
him, and giving it a threefold mission:
to serve as a point of contact with the
construction industry; to collect and
analyze data relating to architectural,
engineering, and construction firms; and
to advise Hartman in the choice of
contractors for fixed-fee projects.*®

To carry out their emergency assign-
ment, Hartman and his principal assist-
ants would need a large number of
experienced helpers. The Washington

45 (1) Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, pp.
11-12. (2) Hartman’s Testimony, 12 Aug 41. In
Truman Comm Hearings, Part 7, pp. 2043-44. (3)
Draft of Memo, ASW for ASN, 3 Jul g0. (4) Memo,

Gregory for ASW, 8 Jul go. Last two in QM 600.1
(CPFF) L. (5) OQMG Office Order 46, 15 Jul 40.
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staff would have to double in size. By
early summer dozens of jobs were waiting
for engineers, architects, draftsmen,
lawyers, real estate men, and con-
sultants of various sorts. The field had
countless openings. Scores of projects
would soon be starting up and every
one of any size had to have a construct-
Ing quartermaster along with a crew of
assistants. The proposed changeover to
fixed-fee contracts would create work
for a host of new employees, for these
agreements, unlike fixed-price, de-
manded meticulous government super-
vision. Since the Army would, in effect,
be paying the contractors’ bills, the
Comptroller General would insist on a
thorough scrutiny of all expenditures.
In order to safeguard the public interest,
Hartman planned to put auditors, ac-
countants, inspectors, timekeepers, and
materials checkers on Quartermaster
payrolls at fixed-fee projects. Together,
the home office and the field would

ForresT S. HARVEY
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offer jobs to some 40,000 persons in the
months to come.” Finding so many
qualified people was to be immensely
difficult.

Public indifference, red tape, and
failure of top officials to appreciate
what he was up against hampered Hart-
man’s efforts. The mobilization of 1940
evoked no such patriotic response as
had the declaration of war in 1917.
Throughout the country an atmosphere
of business-as-usual prevailed. And the
construction business was, at long last,
beginning to boom. Since a full colonel
received about $6,000 in 1940 and Civil
Service pay rates were correspondingly
low, men needed a strong sense of civic
duty to leave prospering firms or high-
salaried jobs and take service with the
Constructing Quartermaster General.
Some were willing to make the sacrifice.
But many of those who offered to help

48 Rpt, Activities of Constr Div, Jul 40-Nov 41, pp.
90—92.
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found their way barred by rules suited
rather to peacetime conditions than to a
crisis that was bordering on war. The
Army stuck, for the most part, to the
letter of its regulations. The Civil Serv-
ice Commission was slow to change its
procedures. With adequate topside sup-
port, Hartman might have surmounted
some of these obstacles. Such support
was not forthcoming. ‘

A drive for recruits was under way
before the fall of France. Late in May
Hartman summoned Major Thomas,
then constructing quartermaster at Hill
Field, Utah, back to Washington to help.
A short time later August G. Sperl,
another alumnus of the wartime division,
was called down from New York. He
arrived to find Major Thomas run
ragged. Applications from contractors
were pouring in and there was as yet
no one else to handle them. The entire
division was swamped with work. Re-
porting to Hartman, Sperl got orders to

start organizing. Men were needed at

once. It was up to him to get them.
Assured of Hartman’s backing, Sperl
rounded up some more old-timers and
got down to business. Hard-pressed
though he was, Major Thomas found
time to give advice and direction. In
mid-June the call went out to professional
societies, contracting firms, and colleges
and universities: “Send us men.” Con-
sidering the temper of the times, the
response was good. During the next few
weeks, some 1,600 construction men
offered their services.¥

Military custom decreed that positions
of authority be held by officers. As a
rule, only men in the chain of command

47 (1) Loving, History of the Constr Div. (2) Sperl
Interv, 18 Jun 56. (3) Statement of Maj Maurice W.
Cochran, QMC, 28 May 41. Opns Br Files, Confs.
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made decisions and issued orders. That
was the Army system. To keep within
it would not be easy. Of the 824 Quar-
termaster Regulars on active duty in
June 1940, barely more than 100 were
experienced in construction work. The
division had no Reserve of its own, and
although the parent corps had a sizable
one of 6,249 officers, few of them were
engineers or builders. Colonel Hartman
considered three methods of getting
additional officers: one, obtaining Regu-
lars from other branches of the Armys;
two, tapping the Reserves of other
branches; and, three, commissioning men
from civil life. The first held little prom-
ise. An early request to General Schley
for the loan of fifty officers was refused
on the grounds that the Corps of Engi-
neers was already stretched too thin,
and the Chief of Staff declined to inter-
cede on the Quartermaster’s behalf. Of
the remaining possibilities, the second
method offered easiest access to large
numbers of officers; the third, the surest
means of obtaining competent pro-
fessionals.

Begun in May, the quest for Reservists
was at first unsuccessful. The Quarter-
master General and the Assistant Chief
of Staff, G—1, were unable to provide
lists of Reserve officers qualified for
construction assignments. Neither could
the corps area commanders. Moreover,
not until Congress acted, as it did four
months later, could Reservists be forced
to come on active duty. Drawing on his
own acquaintance among construction
men, Hartman lined up a number of
experienced officers but then had diffi-
culty getting them appointed. Other

8 (1) Report of the Secretary of War to the President,
1940, pp. 26, 41. (2) Groves Interv, 19 Jun 56. (3)
Groves Comments, IV, 2-3.
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branches had prior right to many of
these men, a right they were unwilling
to surrender. The Adjutant General
ruled that men past fifty would not be
called to active service. The Surgeon
General listed flat feet, false teeth, glasses,
high blood pressure, and overweight as
grounds for rejection. Yet because the
depression years, with their crippling
effect on the industry, had produced
few construction specialists, most of the
men who were best equipped to do the
job at hand were of the older genera-
tion. To make matters worse, The Adju-
tant General barred members of the
inactive Reserve, a group that included
many outstanding professionals who had
been too busy with civilian work to take
time for training. Deprived of men he
badly wanted, Hartman asked to have
the rules relaxed. He argued that age,
physical condition, and military experi-
ence had little bearing on the suitability
of officers for desk jobs. Still, The Ad-
jutant and Surgeon Generals refused to
take men who might be unacquainted
with military customs or who might
later claim pensions and disability pay.
Even when men turned up who met the
War Department’s requirements, it took
a long time for their orders to go through.
Flooded with emergency requests, The
Adjutant General’s Office was fast be-
coming an almost impassable bottle-
neck.*

On 22 June Hartman appealed to
the corps areas for help. In a radiogram
he asked the nine commanding generals
to circularize all Reserve officers and

49 (1) Memo, OQMG for TAG, 20 May 40. QM
210.312 1940. (2) Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul
55, P. 7. (3) Memo, Maj Sidney P. Simpson, OASW,
for ASW, 19 Sep 40. QM o022 (Constr Div). (4) Rpt,
Activities of Constr Div, Jul 40-Nov 41, p. 89.
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invite those with construction experience
to apply to The Quartermaster General.
The plan was to have qualified Reserv-
ists called to duty not by The Adjutant
General but by the corps area com-
manders, who would then detail or
transfer the men to the Quartermaster
Corps. Hartman would thus be able to
get around some of the difficulties that
delayed appointments by the War De-
partment. The commanders were co-
operative. Soon Sperl was working night
and day poring over the papers of some
6,000 applicants. Meanwhile, Gregory
persuaded Marshall to give him priority
on all Reservists, regardless of branch.
Hartman might now enlist any member
of the active Reserve who could pass a
physical examination and was willing
to serve. Although a large percentage
of the volunteers were not full-fledged
construction men, the arrangement with
the corps areas did enable the division
to obtain a number of highly qualified
officers whose subsequent record of per-
formance was outstanding. It also saved
valuable time that would have been
lost in awaiting action by The Adjutant
General.®

Even with the influx of Reservists,
the demand for officers far exceeded the
supply. In mid-July 1940 the Construc-
tion Division had 200 vacancies—10 for
colonels, 50 for lieutenant colonels, 105
for majors, and 35 for captains—and
700 more openings were about to ma-
terialize. Writing to The Adjutant Gen-
eral on the 18th, General Gregory
indicated that it might soon be neces-
sary to commission men from civil life.

80 (1) Ltr, Hartman to TAG, 22 Jun 40. QM
326.21. (2) Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p.
17. (3) Statement of Maj Cochran, 28 May 4I.
(4) Ltr, Gregory to TAG, 19 Jul 40. QM 326.21.
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As a matter of fact, Colonel Hartman
was already moving in that direction.
From among the civilians whose appli-
cations were on file he had selected
sixty who were well qualified by experi-
ence and training to head construction
projects. These men became the first
candidates for direct commissions, many
in the coveted grades of colonel and
lieutenant colonel. But Hartman had
reckoned without the Reserve Officers
Association, which stepped in to demand
that its members get preference over
civilians. He had also reckoned without
Stimson and Marshall, who, in contrast
to their opposite numbers in the Navy
Department, were reluctant to grant
direct commissions.’* “We would have
a good man we wanted to commission,”
General Gregory related. “They would
refuse to do it at the General Staff. Mr.
Stimson would say that he would have
to go to camp first. Then the Navy
would make him a lieutenant com-
mander right off the bat.”® Thus,
Hartman lost the services of many of
the best men available.

Similar difficulties attended the hiring
of civilians. Just as Army regulations
limited the choice of officers, so Civil
Service rules restricted employment.
Wishing to preserve its usual standards
of selection, the Civil Service Com-
mission adhered closely to the customary
formalities. Hartman was seeking to put
through appointments in twenty-four
hours. Yet one step in the Civil Service
procedure took anywhere from one week
to two months; another, from two weeks

81 (1) Ltr, Gregory to TAG, 18 Jul 40. QM
326.21. (2) Statement of Maj Cochran, 28 May 41.
(3) Rpt, Activities of Constr Div, Jul g0-Nov 41,
p-89

Co Verbatim Rpt, Meeting with Gregory and
Hastings, p. 20.
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to three months; a third, about a fort-
night. During the seemingly intermin-
able wait, many good prospects gave
up in disgust and took other jobs.53
Equally distressing to Hartman was the
commission’s insistence that he draw
personnel from its lists of eligibles:

The Civil Service rosters contained many
misfits who had lost their positions due to
the depression [he later wrote]. A substantial
number of these did not live in the Washing-
ton area. We found they did not have the
money to travel to Washington for an inter-
view and a heavy percentage were not quali-
fied for our undertaking. 5

An early report from Fort Ord, Cali-
fornia, forecast trouble in the field. The
constructing quartermaster at Ord had
asked the local Civil Service office to
furnish him with high-grade administra-
tive and technical personnel. The reg-
isters had yielded one draftsman, one
engineering aide, two clerks, and four
laborers.®®

Anticipating difficulties of this sort,
Hartman had started early to make
arrangements for hiring his own top-
level personnel. At his request, Congress
had on 2 July enacted legislation em-
powering the Secretary of War to “auth-
orize the employment of supervising or
construction engineers without regard
to the requirements of civil-service laws,
rules, or regulations.”’ Hartman hoped
to get a sizable number of building
experts on the payroll quickly. He
intended to place some of them under

8 (1) Ltr, Gregory to Dir of Pers WD, 26 Jun 4o.
QM o020 (Constr Div, etc.). (2) Memo, Hartman for
Gregory, 27 Jun 40. QM 230.14 (Misc) 1940. (3)
4330 (Nat Def) Part 1.

8 Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p. 7.

85 Ltr, CQM Ft Ord to TQMG, 25 Jul 40. QM 652
(Ft Ord) L

56 54 Stat. 712,
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bond and put them in complete charge
of projects.”” But this was not to be, for
the President opposed the plan. On g
July the White House asked Acting
Secretary Johnson to tell appointing
officers ‘‘that no employments should be
made under this exemption until after
consultation is had with the Civil Service
Commission to ascertain its ability to
handle the recruiting problems in-
volved.”® Two days later Stimson gave
Gregory his orders. Hartman was not
to go outside the Civil Service structure
without the commission’s leave. The
legislation may nevertheless have served
to strengthen Hartman’s hand, for the
Commission now displayed a somewhat
greater willingness to relax its regula-
tions. Personnel for the Washington
office no longer had to come from lists
of eligibles. Although employment in
the field continued slow, appointments
to Hartman’s immediate staff began
going through more rapidly.*

The construction ranks swelled grad-
ually, and by August 1940 the small
central office was filled to overflowing.
Reinforcements were coming from all
parts of the country. Many competent
technicians responded to the call of
old-timers like Colonel Whitson, who
worked zealously to round up qualified
men. Some of the newcomers persuaded
friends and associates to join them, and
these, in turn, persuaded others. A
sizable group of experts transferred from

7 Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p. 7.

58 Litr, Admin Asst to the President to Acting SW,
9 Jul g0. QM 230.14 (Policies, Precedents, etc.)
1940—42.

8 (1) Memo, Stimson for Gregory, 11 Jul 4o0.
(2) CSC Circ Ltr 29509, 18 Jul 40. Both in QM 230.14
(Policies, Precedents, etc.) 1g40—-42. (3) GSC Circ
Ltr 2990, 13 Aug 40. 4330 (Nat Def) Part 1. (4)

Notes of Conf in OCofS, 2 Aug 40. OCS, Misc
Confs, 5 May—25 Sep 40.
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PWA, which was going out of existence.
Meanwhile, the professional societies
kept a steady stream of applications
coming. On the whole, the new civilians
were well suited for their tasks. As a
group the new officers left more to be
desired. The supply of qualified Reserv-
ists had run out all too soon. Unable to
obtain officers from other sources, Hart-
man dipped more deeply into the Re-
serve. With the big push in construction
about to begin, he took the only ex-
pedient course, accepting men who were
available without quibbling over their
qualifications. One of Loving’s assistants
afterward estimated that only four out
of every ten new officers had the neces-
sary background. This lack of experience
was in part offset by training. Major
Thomas established a school for Con-
structing Quartermasters, which Re-
servists had to attend before they went
to the field.®

By late summer Hartman and his
colleagues had put together a serviceable
organization. In the months to come
they would direct their efforts toward
expanding and perfecting it.

Site Selection

As Chief of Construction, Hartman
had a vital interest in the location of
facilities to house, train, and supply the
expanding Army. If mobilization objec-
tives were to be met—if a citizen army
were to be quickly raised, the Air Corps
speedily enlarged, and a munitions in-
dustry created within a year or eighteen

80 (1) Loving, Hist of the Constr Div. (2) Intervs
with Col Elmer E. Kirkpatrick, Jr., and Mr. Gavin
Hadden, 4 Apr 51; Sperl Interv, 18 Jun 56; Thomas
Interv, 24 Dec 55. (3) Memo, Hartman for John J.
McCloy, OASW, 2 Dec 40. QM 210.312. '
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months—and if the cost were not to be
exorbitant, building sites must lend
themselves to rapid and economical
construction. Climate, terrain, vegeta-
tion, soil, subsurface conditions, and
the availability of transportation, utili-
ties, labor, and materials would to a
large extent determine both the rate of
progress and the final cost. And if
acquisition were not to be a stumbling
block, sites must be readily obtainable.
Balky owners and uncertain titles would
force the Quartermaster Corps to take
legal action before it could get possession
of the land. Even so, Hartman’s role in
choosing new locations was often that
of a bystander.

Military considerations were of first
importance in deciding where to build.
Troops and planes must guard the coasts
against invasion. Divisions must train in
varied climates, some in the North
where they could accustom themselves
to the rigors of winter weather, some
in the South where long summers and
vast acreage made uninterrupted train-
ing and extended maneuvers possible.
Pilot instruction must be carried on
where weather permitted flying the year
round. The munitions industry must be
placed well inland, away from likely
areas of attack, and plants must be
located where conditions favored maxi-
mum production.

But the Army was not free to choose
locations for purely military reasons. In
virtually no other area of defense ac-
tivity did it feel the pull of so many
diverse interests. Establishment of hun-
dreds of new military installations and
transfer of large tracts of land from
private to public ownership had wide
significance. The War Department’s
choice of sites might mean financial
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prosperity to communities and indi-
viduals—or substantial sacrifice. Many
cities entered strong bids for defense
projects, while some fought desperately to
keep the Army out. Nor was military
site selection without political and social
implications. The situation presented
Senators and Representatives, as well as
local officials, with an opportunity to
promote the welfare of their constituents.
On g1 May 1940 an Oklahoma Con-
gressman told his fellow members of
the House Appropriations Committee:
“I am enthusiastically supporting
the President’s billion-dollar program

and I am going to insist that
at least one of these bases be established
in Oklahoma.”® Such statements were
by no means uncommon. The program
also opened a way for the Roosevelt
administration to spur recovery by
locating plants in distressed areas.®
The Army received many demands for
special consideration which were some-
times too strong to be ignored.

Front runner in the race for sites was
the Air Corps. Late in May, while
Congress was considering a proposal to
train 7,000 pilots a year, General Arnold
submitted to the General Staff a plan
for establishing three large Air Corps
training centers. The first, the Southeast,
was to consist of Maxwell, Barksdale,
and Eglin Fields, and a new station in
Alabama. The second, the Gulf Coast,
was to include Randolph, Brooks, and
Kelly Fields, and two new stations in
Texas. The third, the West Coast, was
to be made up of Moffett Field and a
new station in California. The Staff

6t H Comm on Appns, 76th Cong, 3d sess, Hearings
on Senate Amendments to Military Establishment Appropria-
tion Bill for 1941, p. 69.

82 Minutes of the NDAC, pp. 2, 16.
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approved the plan on 6 June, and on
the 13th, the same day that funds became
available, Arnold convened a site board
composed entirely of air officers. After a
cursory investigation, the board recom-
mended new flying schools at the
municipal airports at Montgomery,
Alabama, and Stockton, California, old
Ellington Field (a World War I flying
field near Houston), and an unimproved
site at San Angelo, Texas. They sug-
gested placing a fifth school near Selma,
Alabama.®® Arnold promptly sent the
board’s report to the General Staff,
where it got a mixed reception. The
Air Corps had acted with great dis-

8 (1) 1st Ind, 28 May 40, on DS, Moore for
Arnold, 24 May 40. G—-4/30552~4. (2) Craven and
Cate, Men and Planes, pp. 131-32.

patch; no one questioned that. But,
according to General Moore, the Staff
was ‘‘somewhat embarrassed by the
lack of detail furnished.” While advising
Marshall to accept the board’s selections,
the G—4 warned: “A great deal of basic
information had to be taken for granted
in the hurry to institute these projects.
The system followed is eventually certain
to result in the selection of some localities
which may be regretted at a later date.”
On g July Moore and Marshall agreed
that sites for Air Corps projects should
be picked by War Department boards,
appointed by the General Staff.®

By this time Arnold had formed

6 Memo, Moore for Marshall, 28 Jun 4o, and
Concurrence thereon. AG 580 (7-12—40) (1) Sec 1
(Misc).



FIRST STEPS TOWARD MOBILIZATION

another board to select locations for the
tactical units to be pulled out of Max-
well, Barksdale, and Moffett Fields and
for the additional combat groups author-
ized by the supplemental appropriation
of 26 June. The Air Corps board was
short-lived. On 12 July General Moore
named three War Department site
boards, one for the East, one for the
South, and one for the Pacific coast.
Each had a Quartermaster representa-
tive and an airman along with a General
Staff officer who served as president.
Barely a week passed before the boards
were out inspecting municipal airports.
Acting on instructions from G-—4, the
members checked each place to see
what technical facilities, what utilities,
and how many acres of land were avail-
able and what additional construction
would be necessary. They also noted
the distance to population centers and
surveyed housing, recreation, and public
transportation facilities. Finally, they
ascertained whether the field could be
leased and on what terms.®

Finding fields for the Air Corps
proved to be a relatively simple task.
News that the War Department planned
to develop civil airports brought an
enthusiastic response from hundreds of
cities. The site boards were warmly
received everywhere they went. Most of
the cities they visited offered to lease
municipal fields for one dollar a year
and to extend water and power lines.
Many pledged land adjacent to the
airports. Some went still further. The
city of Albuquerque promised to build
two new runways. Manchester, New

65 (1) Craven and Cate, Men and Planes, p. 134.
(2) Memo, Moore for TAG, 12 Jul 40. G—4/31809.
(3) Memo, G—3 for TAG, 15 Jul 40. AG 580 (7-12—
40) (1) Sec I (Misc).
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Hampshire, and Spokane, Washington,
promised to improve their fields. Fort
Wayne, Indiana, agreed to sponsor a
housing project for officers and their
families. With so many inviting pros-
pects, the boards had little trouble
filling their quotas. During the first
week in August they recommended no
fewer than six sites to the War Depart-
ment. Even so, General Arnold was
sharply critical of their progress. Dis-
playing characteristic impatience, he
began early in August to demand more
speed. On the 6th The Adjutant General
wired the boards to expedite their
work, but when Arnold continued to
complain, G—4 countered with the al-
legation that such lags as were occurring
could be traced to the Air Corps itself.%
Lt. Col. Vincent Meyer, the Acting
Assistant Chief of Staff, G—4, writing to
General Moore, who had recently be-
come Marshall’s Deputy, explained:

The greatest delay in all of this procedure
of getting out the construction orders for the
Air Corps stations is the inability of G—4 to
get accurate data as to what units are
going where. it has been nec-
essary to change every program that
we have so far issued that relates to the
Air Corps . . . , because of inaccurate
or inadequate information from the office of
the Chief of the Air Corps.%

Arnold’s protests thus served not only
to put more pressure on the boards but
also to spotlight bottlenecks in his own
office. By 17 August the Air Corps and
the General Staff had agreed on a tenta-
tive station list, and in mid-September

6 (1) See 686 Part 1 for the following fields:
Kirkland, Geiger, Grenier, Baer, Gowen, Harding,
Paine, and Morris. (2) G-4/31809.

67 Memo, Meyer for Moore, 8 Aug 40. G—4/31809.
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directives went out for construction at
twenty-four fields.® By selecting munici-
pal airports, the Army had saved consid-
erable time and expense and, at the
same time, satisfied demands of twenty-
four cities for defense projects. It had
also avoided the multiplicity of problems
that attended the location of facilities
which were to be built from the ground
up.

Of the thirty-five manufacturing
plants in the first industrial program,
all but six were to be on new sites. Thus
the War Department had to find twenty-
nine tracts for its munitions projects.®
The Army’s industrial services, prin-
cipally Ordnance and Chemical Warfare,
had long been studying problems of
plant location and knew in general
where they wanted to put new produc-
tion and what factors they wished to
consider in picking individual sites. The
Ordnance Department had in 1938 and
1939 actually chosen sites for two smoke-
less powder plants, one near Charles-
town, Indiana, the other, at Radford,
Virginia. Also exemplifying this type
of planning were surveys conducted by
the Chemical Warfare Service, seeking
inland locations for manufacturing war
chemicals and equipment. But selection
of plant sites was not left to the using
services alone. Final decision in every
case awaited concurrence of other in-
terested parties, the President, the
NDAQC, the Assistant Secretary of War,

% (1) Craven and Cate, Men and Planes, pp. 134~
35. (2) 686-K. (3) G—4/30552—4.

% Based on Constr Div OQMG, Constr Progress
Rpt 15, 9 Apr 41, pp. 72-%3, 78. EHD Files. Issued
periodically, Construction Progress Reports are
cited hereinafter as Constr PR’s,
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and the industrialists who would run
the plants.”

As plans matured for a government-
owned, privately operated munitions
industry, the question—where to build
—required a definite answer. On 25
June Acting Secretary Johnson appointed
a 6-man War Department Site Com-
mittee. Three of its members, including
the chairman, Col. Harry K. Ruther-
ford, director of the Planning Branch,
OASW, were Ordnance officers. A repre-
sentative of the Air Corps, a General
Staff officer, and Colonel Hartman
completed the membership. Johnson
asked the committee to establish criteria
for choosing plant sites. His instructions
were: disperse plants so that an attack
will not seriously cripple production;
keep out of highly developed industrial
areas; and pay close attention to the
technical, production, and transportation
requirements of individual plants.”
Rutherford and his colleagues promptly
set to work.

Within two weeks they had drawn
the boundaries of the new munitions
industry. As long ago as 1915 the War
College Division of the General Staff
had recommended that “as a general
military principle, no supply depot,
arsenal, or manufacturing plant of any
considerable size should be
established or maintained east of the
Appalachian Mountains, west of the

70 (1) Compl Rpt, Indiana OW, 6 Nov 42, pp. 15,
5. EHD Files. (2) Memo, OASW for Moore, 1 Apr
40. G—4/30552 1939—40. (3) H Comm on Appns,
75th Cong, 3d sess, Hearings on Military Establishment
Appropriation Bill, 1939, p. 385. (4) Memo, OCofOrd
for OUSW, 26 May 41. USW Files, Legis—H and S
Investigating Comm 1.

" Ltr, Johnson to Rutherford, 25 Jun 40. EHD
Files.
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Cascade or Sierra Nevada Mountains,
nor within 200 miles of our Canadian
or Mexican borders.””? As the range
of aircraft increased, the need for such
a policy became strikingly apparent.
The Rutherford group agreed that
plants must be located between the
Appalachians and the Rockies within
a zone roughly two hundred miles from
the nation’s borders. Networks of related
factories were to be placed in five
general areas within the eastern portion
of this zone. (Map 1) The committee
planned a well-integrated industry cen-
tered in the Middle West. Turning to
the matter of specific locations, it urged
careful study of conditions which might
affect construction and maintenance.
Rutherford left the initial choice of sites
to the using services; he nevertheless
reserved the right to veto their selec-
tions.”®

Ordnance, as the service sponsoring
the largest number of new plants, was
responsible for selecting most of the
sites. Its primary aim was greatest pro-
duction at lowest cost. Rutherford’s
committee furnished site investigators
with a checklist including, among other
points, the availability of water, power,
fuel, transportation, labor, and ma-
terials.” General Wesson and his assist-
ants did not rely entirely on their own
judgment but continued the long-estab-

72 Rpt, War College Div to SW, 11 Sep 15, p. 60.
Quoted in S Comm on Mil Affs, 76th Cong, 1st sess,
Hearings on H R 3491, p. 28.

(1) Memo, with Incls, WD Site Comm f{or
Johnson, 8 Jul 40. EHD Files. (2) For a detailed
discussion of the role of strategy in site selection,
see the excellent article by Edgar M. Hoover, Jr.,
and Glenn E. McLaughlin, “Strategic Factors in
Plant Location,” Harvard Business Review, Winter
1942, PP. 133-40.

% Memo, Rutherford for Wesson, 22 Jul 40. EHD
Files.

135

lished practice of consulting such firms as
DuPont and Hercules. These companies,
as well as others chosen to be operators,
played a large part in deciding where to
locate the new plants. Indeed, one
Ordnance officer said that his depart-
ment ‘“‘never selected a site’” without the
assent of the operator.” Both Ordnance
and industry believed that quantity
production could be achieved most
quickly if plants were near centers of
industrial activity. As Brig. Gen. Charles
T. Harris, Jr., chief of the Ordnance
Industrial Service, put it, “The general
consideration was to locate the plants
conforming to the pattern of
existing industry.”’?

The course taken by Ordnance ran
counter to the aims of the President’s
Advisory Commission. Ralph Budd and
Chester C. Davis, the advisers on trans-
portation and farm products, fought for
a decentralized munitions industry in
order to balance regional economic
development and help nonindustrial
areas in the South and West. Sidney
Hillman, who hoped to create more
jobs in depressed areas, often joined
forces with Davis and Budd. These men
found their efforts balked by the War
Department’s insistence on speed. Be-
cause requests for approval of sites were
generally coupled with warnings that
delay would endanger national security,
the NDAC felt obliged to do what the
Army asked. Not until December did
the commission take a firmer stand.
Then it served notice that it would
“not accept in the future the
arguments of speed and pressure as the

75 Min of Mtg in Gen Harris’ Office, 12 Feb 41,
p. 15. USW Files, 185.6 (Mun OP Comm).

76 Memo, Harris et al. for USW, 12 Feb 41.
Madigan Files, 101.6 (Gen Corresp).
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controlling reasons for approving plant
sites.”’” The commission acted too late.
By December sites for nearly all the
early munitions projects had been chosen.

The War Department’s refusal to
adopt the Advisory Commission’s views
left the using services in control. Pro-
duction and transportation thus became
the decisive factors in the location of
industrial projects. The early ammonia
plants, Morgantown and Ohio River,
were near the coal fields of West Virginia
and Kentucky, where coke, the key
ingredient, was readily available. Since
oleum was the chief component of
TNT, the first plants for the manu-
facture of that explosive, Kankakee,
Weldon Spring, and Plum Brook, were
near the heavy acid industries of Chicago,
St. Louis, and Cleveland. Smokeless
powder factories, which required large
quantities of water, were alongside rivers.
Radford was on the New River, the
Alabama Ordnance Works was on the
Coosa, and the Indiana plant was on
the Ohio. The location of TNT and
powder factories determined the location
of loading plants. For example, Elwood,
a shell loader, adjoined Kankakee, and
New River, a bag loader, was seven
miles from Radford. Because a good
deal of manpower would be needed in
their operation, the original small arms
ammunition plants were put just outside
St. Louis, Kansas City, and Denver. In
locating several types of facilities, safety
was a vital consideration. Units for
making, loading, and storing explosives
had to be dispersed over large tracts so
that an explosion would not trigger a
chain reaction. Hence, the Ravenna

T Minutes of the NDAC, pp. 38, 49, 2, 112, 122,
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shell loading plant required over 22,200
acres and Kankakee, 21,000.7

Despite the fact that the Quarter-
master Corps played no major role in
selecting industrial sites, places picked
by the using services generally met con-
struction standards reasonably well.
There were engineering problems, to be
sure. Subsurface rock and poor natural
drainage threatened to complicate the
building of the Indiana Ordnance
Works. Unfavorable terrain spelled
trouble ahead at the New River bag
loading plant. The difficulty of removing
three large pipelines that ran beneath
the Kankakee-Elwood tract caused Gen-
eral Harris to remark that the Joliet,
Illinois, site was ‘“‘the greatest mistake
we made.”” Yet, serious errors were
relatively few. Level, well-drained sites,
having access to adequate labor and
transportation, were essential to both
builder and wuser. Because the new
munitions industry would be centered
in the rich Midwestern agricultural and
manufacturing region, most of the
Quartermaster’s troubles were in acquir-
ing the land rather than in building on
it.

Just as Ordnance and Chemical War-
fare decided questions of plant location,
so the General Staff controlled the
choice of camp sites. In the late spring
of 1940, as plans went forward for
mobilization, the Staff considered how
to group and where to train a force of
1,200,000 men. General Marshall de-

78 (1) Gustavus G. Williamson, Jr., Industrial
Site Selection (MS), pp. 6—24. EHD Files. (2)
Constr Div OQMG, Real Esiate Branch Progress
Report, 21 Jul 41, pp. 15-16. Issued periodically, Real
Estate Branch Progress Reports are cited hereinafter
as Real Estate PR’s. EHD Files.

7 Min of Mtg in Gen Harris’ Office, 12 Feb 41, p.
2.
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cided to set up divisional camps and
cantonments and to build a network of
reception and training centers. Troops
would be trained in all nine corps areas,
and divisions would be placed so that
they could readily form corps and
armies. Adhering closely to the Protec-
tive Mobilization Plan, Marshall pro-
posed to save time and money by
expanding old posts before establishing
new ones and, if additional stations were
needed, to build on federal- and state-
owned land. Having affirmed this policy,
he left the rest to G—3 and G—4. Re-
sponsible for molding draftees, Guards-
men, and Regulars into an effective
fighting force, Brig. Gen. Frank M.
Andrews, the Assistant Chief of Staff,
G-3, was interested primarily in sites
that offered training advantages. Such
features as large acreage, varied terrain,
streams for bridging exercises, and ob-
servation points for artillery practice
were high on his list of requirements.
It was G—4’s prerogative to veto any
site that was unacceptable from the
constructor’s standpoint. General Moore
reviewed Andrews’ selections until early
August, when another Engineer officer,
Col. Eugene Reybold, took over the
G—4 post.®

Deciding where to concentrate the
Regular Army divisions and where to
build the reception centers was rela-
tively easy. General Andrews planned
to apportion the nine Regular Infantry
divisions among the four existing armies
and to pick the best available places for
training the two Cavalry and two new

80 (1) Memo, Moore for Marshall, 28 May 4o.
G—4/31753. (2) G-4/31735. (3) Testimony of Brig
Gen Harry A. Twaddle, G-3, 22, 23 Apr 41. In
Truman Comm Hearings, Part 1, pp. 191—93, 197,
210-12.
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Armored divisions. The big permanent
posts—Fort Bragg, North Carolina, with
122,000 acres, Fort Benning, Georgia,
with nearly 98,000, Fort Lewis, Washing-
ton, with 62,500, and Fort Knox,
Kentucky, with g3,500—were obvious
choices as sites for the Regulars. Also
selected as a matter of course were Fort
Jackson, South Carolina, Fort Riley,
Kansas, and Fort Ord, California, each
of which possessed some 20,000 acres
and well-developed transportation and
utilities systems. Fort Devens, Massa-
chusetts, Fort Houston, Texas, and Fort
Custer, Michigan—posts which held di-
visions in World War I and had since
shrunk, but which could again expand
—were also earmarked for the Regulars,
as was Fort Bliss, a small station in
western Texas with practically unlimited
room for growth. Only one new reserva-
tion, a 40,000-acre tract near Leon,
TIowa, which Congress had approved
for acquisition in 1936, figured in plans
for the Regular divisions.® Locating
reception centers for inductees was an
even less complicated task. ‘“We must
have a certain amount of distribution
for these reception centers,” one member
of the General Staff explained. “We
can’t ship these men long distances
to . . . their processing, because
some may be rejected and have to be
sent home.”’® But because the reception
centers were small—the largest was to

81 (1) Notes of Conf in ODCofS, 5 Jul 40. OCS,
Notes of Confs to 26 Sep 40. (2) G—4/32439. (3)
Memo, Hartman for Moore, 24 Jun 40. QM 652
(PMP). (4) Rpt, Activities of Constr Div, Jul 40—
Nov 41, pp. 168, 146, 155, 145. (5) Real Estate PR
38, 15 Nov 41, pp. 64, 30, 52. EHD Files. (6) Pro-
ceedings, Bd of Officers on Land Acquisition,
Seventh Corps Area, 2 Aug 40. QM 601.1 (7th CA).

82 Gen Twaddle’s Testimony, 23 Apr 41. In
Truman Comm Hearings, Part 1, p. 217.
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hold only 3,000 men—Andrews had no
trouble finding spots for them at posts
throughout the country.®3

Only when he had to choose sites for
National Guard camps and for unit
and replacement training centers did
the G—g run into real difficulty. Stations
for the Guardsmen and centers for
trainees had been selected several years
before. Attached to the Protective Mo-
bilization Plan was a list of places where
the eighteen National Guard divisions
would assemble upon the outbreak of
war. Some of the Guardsmen were to
go to big reservations like Benning and
Lewis, but since posts of that size were
too few even for the Regulars, the
General Staff had been forced to fall
back on smaller forts, summer training
grounds belonging to the States, and
sites used in 191%. The planners had
thought of these places as concentration
points where troops would spend thirty
to sixty days in preparation for shipment
overseas, not as camps where divisions
would train for one year. Also annexed
to the PMP was a blueprint for a system
of training centers, but these facilities,
like the camps, were designed to meet a
war situation in which units and replace-
ments would move rapidly to the fight-
ing front.* That numerous shifts in
location became necessary was an early
sign of weakness in the mobilization
plans.

Construction men were the first to
challenge the sites named in the PMP.
On 20 May, after conferring with the
Chief of Staff, General Moore sent

8 Constr PR 15, g Apr 41, pp. 24—27.

8 (1) War Dept, Protective Mobilization Plan,
1939, and Annex 2. AG 381 (10-31-38) (Misc) C-M.
(2) Gen Twaddle’s Testimony, 22, 23 Apr 41. In
Truman Comm Hearings, Part 1, pp. 189-91, 218-19.
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Hartman the list of stations for the
Guard together with a questionnaire.
Moore wished to know what utilities
there were at each location, where tents
would serve, where barracks would be
necessary, and how much it would cost
to house the divisions. An authoritative
answer would require on-the-spot sur-
veying, and Hartman had no money
for that. The most that he could do was
to compile data on hand in his office
and in the National Guard Bureau.
Even this meager information indicated
that some of the places were unfit not
only for construction but for training as
well.¥ Meantime, Capt. Leslie R.
Groves, an Engineer officer attached to
G—3, had raised objections to the PMP
list. On 12 June he wrote and General
Andrews signed a memorandum asking
G—4 if the stations in the plan were “in
such a state as to permit full use in the
contemplated manner by the scheduled
time.”% Hartman, replying to Moore’s
questionnaire on 24 June, also stressed
the need for thoroughgoing site investiga-
tions. At least six of the proposed loca-
tions were likely to cause trouble, he
warned. Camp Blanding, Florida, was
wooded and probably swampy. Fort
Eustis, Virginia, abounded in marshes
and streams. Fort Huachuca, Arizona,
was too hilly for motorized units. Camps
San Luis Obispo, California, and Hulen,
Texas, were too small to train divisions.
Fort Clark, a second Texas post, was
ten miles from the nearest railroad.
Information on some of the other Guard
camps was so sketchy that Hartman

8 (1) Notes of Conf in OCofS, 20 May 4o0. OCS,
Misc Confs, 20 May—25 Sep 40. (2) Memo, Moore
for TQMG, 20 May 40. G—4/31735 Sec 1.

8 Memo, Andrews for Moore, 12 Jun go. Opns
Br Files, Camp Sites.
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did not know what to expect. He urged
Moore to take the only practical course,
to run an ‘“‘actual physical survey and
study on the ground of the sites under
consideration.’’#

Moore had the sites surveyed but not
by the Construction Division. To Hart-
man’s astonishment, the assignment went
to the corps area commanders. Quarter-
master protests were in vain. “I had
never considered the Corps Area Com-
manders as being responsible for any
of the work until I received a peremptory
order to permit them to select the sites
for the camps I did not
believe it was the intention of the War
Department until General Moore in-
sisted that it be done,” Hartman wrote.®
What followed confirmed his misgivings.
One commander completed the “in-
vestigation” of a site nearly 500 miles
from his headquarters twenty-four hours
after the War Department asked for a
report. Other commanders sent staff
officers or went themselves to take the
lay of the land. Several, adopting more
formal methods, convened site boards.
In no case was much attention paid to
construction factors. Even when Quarter-
master and Engineer officers visited the
sites, their examinations were necessarily
perfunctory, since no time was available
for detailed surveys and tests. The corps
area reports seldom mentioned engi-
neering features. A number of sites were
rejected but not because they would be
difficult to build on.®

When authority was decentralized, the
political pot began to boil. Corps area

87 Memo, Hartman for Moore, 24 Jun 40. QM
652 (PMP).

88 Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p. 3.

8 (1) AG 680.1 (7-11—40) (1) Sec 2. (2) Memo

and Incls, Opns Br for Chief Constr Div, 12 Apr 41.
Opns Br Files, Misc Papers.
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people were more sympathetic to local
problems and more easily approached
than that remote and impersonal entity,
the War Department. Businessmen, poli-
ticians, Guardsmen, and others who
sought to influence the choice of camp
sites now besieged corps area head-
quarters. Though some of the petitioners
were disappointed, a number got what
they wanted. When the Chamber of
Commerce of Brownwood, Texas, offered
to lease a sizable tract at a nominal rent
and to provide water, electricity, and
natural gas at low rates, the Army, on
the advice of Eighth Corps Area head-
quarters, accepted. Local interest groups
likewise succeeded in bringing projects
to Spartanburg, South Carolina, Macon,
Georgia, and Chattanooga, Tennessee.
In some localities, Guard commanders
were also influential. Illustrative of the
part they played is the case of Camp
Blanding. In 1939 Brig. Gen. Vivian B.
Collins, adjutant general of Florida, had
chosen a 27,000-acre tract in Clay County
to replace Camp Foster, a Guard reser-
vation transferred to the Navy. Situated
on Kingsley Lake and lush with pal-
mettos, oaks, and vines, the place was a
landscape architect’s dream. The climate
was salubrious. Nearby was a 66,000-acre
ranch, available for lease. Envisioning a
splendid camp, Collins late in 1939 began
to develop the site. An enthusiastic sup-
porter of the project was Lt. Gen. Stanley
D. Embick, commander of the Fourth
Corps Area. Named for the Floridian
who headed the National Guard Bureau,
Camp Blanding soon found a place on
the PMP list. When in June 1940 con-
struction men began to talk of swamps
and timber, Generals Moore and An-
drews flew to Atlanta to consult General
Embick, who assured them that Blanding
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would make a superb division camp. A
visit to the site dissolved any lingering
doubts they may have had. Further pro-
tests from the Quartermaster Corps were
unavailing. The Blanding episode was
not unique. The story of San Luis Obispo
followed much the same outline, and the
fine hand of the state adjutants was else-
where visible.® From the sidelines Hart-
man watched, dismayed, while corps area
commanders demonstrated what he re-
garded as “their lack of understanding
and their lack of ability to select a proper
camp site.”’%

As reports came in from the corps
area commanders, General Andrews re-
vised the list of Guard camps again and
again. With the discovery that Fort
Eustis had no adequate maneuver area,
plans for sending a division there went
by the board. Terrain unsuitable for
training ruled out Camp Hulen. Their
isolation eliminated Forts Clark and Hua-
chuca. Other changes originated not in
the corps areas but in Washington. Plans
for stationing Guardsmen at Knox and
Benning fell by the way when Andrews
assigned those posts to the newly created
Armored Force. At the request of General
Strong, who as head of WPD had care
of the Army’s strategic deployment, G—3
substituted sites in New Jersey, Pennsyl-
vania, and Massachusetts for locations in
Georgia, Louisiana, and South Carolina.
Pressure for a camp in the vicinity of the
Capital caused Andrews to shift the 2gth
Division from the Sabine River area of
Louisiana to Fort Meade, Maryland. Of

9 (1) G-4/31375 Secs 1, 2. (2) QM 652 vol I for
Camps Bowie, Croft, and Blanding. (3) OCS 14586—
16. (4) AG 680.1 (7-11-40) (1) Sec 2. (5) Summary
prepared by Constr Div (Mar 41), sub: Events
Leading Up to the Use of Camp Blanding. Opns
Br Files, Misc Papers. (6) G-4/3226%-8.

% Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p. g.
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the seventeen preferred sites named in
PMP only seven remained by late July.
On the g1st General Marshall approved
the revised list of National Guard camps.?
This was the first of many such lists that
he was to accept before the Construction
Division gained a voice in selection.
Viewed purely from a military angle,
the ground forces sites were well chosen.
While stations would be scattered through
some thirty states, most of the training
would be in the South. Geographic dis-
tribution of the division posts matched
General Andrews’ requirements and Gen-
eral Strong’s as well. Clusters of camps
and cantonments reflected the G—g plan
to organize and train nine corps under
the existing armies. The heaviest troop
concentrations would be in the eastern
portion of the country, where in 1940
the danger of attack seemed greatest; yet
no corner of the United States would be
without protection. Reception centers
were conveniently placed to funnel re-
cruits from populous areas to training
establishments. Most of the unit and re-
placement training centers likewise ap-
peared to be ideally located. Some, like
the Signal center at Fort Monmouth
and the Engineer center at Fort Belvoir,
were at the long-time homes of their
branches and services, where excellent
facilities were already available. Others,
like the Field Artillery post at Fort Ethan
Allen, in the hills of western Vermont,
and the Coast Artillery station at Camp
Davis, in the Onslow Bay area of North

92 (1) G-4/31375. (2) Memo and Incls, Opns Br
for Chief Constr Div, 12 Apr 41. Opns Br Files,
Misc Papers. (3) Gen Twaddle’s Testimony, 22
Apr 41. In Truman Comm Hearings, Part 1, pp.
190—-91. (4) Memo, Strong for Andrews, 15 Jul 0.
(5) Incl with Memo, Andrews for Marshall, 30 Jul 4o.
Last two in G—4/31948.
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ExcavaTioN AT ForT DEVENS, MASSACHUSETTS

Carolina, were highly suitable for spe-
cialist training.

That a number of these sites would be
hellishly difficult to build on was soon
unmistakably clear. Preliminary reports
from the field were full of complaints
from construction men. On a trip to
Florida in early August, Colonel Reybold
and Major Groves, now a member of
Gregory’s staff, were alarmed at Bland-
ing’s poor topography. A short time later,
surveyors found that portions of the
Blanding site were twenty-four feet below
the level of Kingsley Lake. Word from
Quartermaster officers in California con-
firmed Hartman’s suspicions that San
Luis Obispo was too small for a war-
strength division. More disturbing was

their discovery that a stream which fur-
nished water to the few thousand Guards-
men who camped there every summer
was inadequate for 20,000 men the year
round. News from some other projects
was almost equally as black. The terrain
at Devens was rugged, and beds of rock
lay just beneath the sandy surface. Camp
Davis was partly bog. A heavy stand of
hardwood timber covered the site of
Camp Forrest, Tennessee. Hilly ground
at the Spartanburg tract, the future
Camp Croft, made extensive grading
there inevitable. Prospects at several more
locations were far from promising. By
the time the heads of the War Depart-
ment realized how troublesome construc-
tion at many of these places was to be,
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the opportunity for corrective action had
passed.® Only once did the General Staff
abandon a site, and then it did so re-
luctantly and only after engineers had
demonstrated that building costs would
be prohibitive.*

In August 1941 Hartman told a Senate
investigating committee, “I never knew
until the directive came to me where [a]
camp was to be.”® What was true of
camps was essentially true of other proj-
ects. But if higher-ups in the War De-
partment did not feel the need for Hart-
man’s help in selecting sites, they never-
theless held him accountable for the
speed and cost of construction.

Mounting Pressure

While others chose building sites, Hart-
man tried to keep abreast of a large and
growing program. By early summer con-
struction was in full swing at most of the
air bases and depots begun the year be-
fore, and new work was starting to flow
in. During June directives for some forty
jobs totaled over $24 million. Seventy
directives, carrying well over $22 million
in construction funds, appeared in July.
In a steady stream they came—orders to
begin two dozen Air training and tactical
stations, orders to expand Springfield
Armory and Picatinny and Edgewood
Arsenals, orders to expand the bomb
loading plant at the Savanna Ordnance
Depot, orders to put in more barracks at

% (1) Memo, Groves for Gregory, 12 Aug 4o0.
Opns Br Files, Rpts of Insp, Div Comments on. (2)
G—4/32267-8. (3) QM 641 (San Luis Obispo) I.
(4) QM 600.94 (Cp Devens). (5) QM 333.1 (Cp
Davis). (6) QM 333.1 (Cp Forrest) 1. (7) QM 652
(Cp Croft) I

% For a detailed discussion of this case, see below,
p. 207.

9% Truman Committee Hearings, Part 7, p. 2048.
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coastal forts, orders to boost the storage
capacity at four large depots, orders to
house the increase in the Regular Army,
orders to build five 1,000-man and five
500-man reception centers, and orders to
provide facilities which would enable
Regular peace-strength divisions to con-
centrate at nine permanent stations. All
this was merely the beginning. By mid-
July Quartermaster officers were thinking
in terms of a one and one-half billion
dollar program.9

By translating the early directives
quickly into going projects, Hartman
hoped to stay ahead of the game. With
the first emergency orders, the drive was
on. A new sense of urgency gripped the
Construction Division. The staff went on
a two-shift basis. The office stayed open
seven days a week.%” Pressure on the field
increased, as Hartman, still enjoined from
fixed-fee contracting, tried other means
of stepping up production. Constructing
Quartermasters began receiving ‘“pep
letters” from Washington. “The necessity
for completing this work at the earliest
possible date is most essential,”” read one
broadside from Major Violante, “and
necessary steps will be taken to expedite
construction in every way. This cannot
be too strongly emphasized.””® For the
first time in many years, project heads
were free to make important changes in
standard plans and to substitute locally
available materials for those in the specifi-
cations. Where sites had been chosen,

98 (1) Constr Div OQMG, List of Directives, 15
Mar 41. (2) List, Constr Div OQMG, 30 Sep 41,
sub: Status of AC Projects at Time of Transfer to CE.
Both in EHD Files. (3) Ltr, Gregory to TAG, 19
Jul g0. QM 326.21.

97 Thomas Interv, 24 Dec 55; Sperl Interv, 18 Jun
5, Ltr, Lump Sum Br to CQM Holabird QM

Depot, Baltimore, Md., 10 Jul 40. QM 652 (Ft Meade)
I; and similar letters in QM 652 for various projects.
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layouts approved, and detailed plans
completed in good time, work usually got
off to a flying start. But where, as was
often the case, these conditions did not
obtain, there were hitches and delays.
One Constructing Quartermaster, unable
to advertise for bids because the corps
area was holding up the layout and un-
able to begin work by purchase and hire
because there was a labor shortage in his
district, summed up his predicament and
that of many of his fellows when he wrote,
“It is very difficult to accomplish wartime
orders with peacetime restrictions.””® The so-
lution, he suggested on 26 July, was to
do the job by fixed-fee contract.!®
Although the fixed-fee law had been
on the books for nearly a month, it had
yet to be invoked. Within the War De-

9 Lir, COM Ft Ord to TOMG, 25 Jul 40. QM
652 (Ft Ord) I.

10 TWX, CQM Ft Ord to TQMG, 26 Jul 4o.
QM 652 (Ft Ord) I.
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partment, opposition to the CPFF con-
tract was still strong. On 2 July, the day
the President signed the bill, Johnson
passed the word—use competitive meth-
ods wherever possible.® He permitted
negotiation only where it was ‘“essential
to expedite the accomplishment of the
defense program.” Every negotiated lump
sum contract amounting to $500,000 or
more and every fixed-fee, regardless of
size, had to have his approval.!® Judge
Robert P. Patterson, who succeeded
Johnson late in July, reaffirmed this
policy. Shortly after taking office, he
came out against a ‘‘general departure
from firm-price contracts for construc-
tion.”® No arguments in favor of a
change were offered by General Gregory,
who made it clear he wanted no con-
tractual innovations.!® Even among
Hartman’s own officers there were some
inveterate opponents of the fixed-fee
agreement.! Nor were all groups within
the industry ready to accept the so-called
“‘contract of big business.”

A comment in the June 13 issue of the
Engineering News-Record called forth ex-
cited protests from the ‘little man.” In
an article hailing the return of the fixed-
fee contract, the editors remarked, “It
is admitted that the negotiation pro-
cedure is likely to result in restricting
most of the defense construction to a
comparatively small number of larger
contractors—unless Congress should pro-
vide for a great deal more construction

10t Memo, Actg SW for TQMG et al., 2 Jul 4o.
QM 160 Part 1.

102 Memo, OASW for TQMG et al.,, 2 Jul 4o.
QM 160 Part 1.

103 Memo, Patterson for Gregory, 5 Aug 40. QM
400.13 (Mun Program~FY 1941).

104 Memo, OQMG Adm Div for Constr Div, 6
Jul 40. QM 400.13 (Without Advertising) 1940-42.

106 Thomas Interv, 27 Dec 55.
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than it has so far.”’'® The magazine was
scarcely out before small contractors were
appealing to their congressmen for help.
On the 14th a member of the House
Ways and Means Committee brought
the article to Woodring’s attention.
Terming an alliance with big business
“unwise’ and “inequitable,” he urged
that smaller firms be given an important
part in the defense effort.!” The News-
Record attempted to set matters straight.
I'ts next issue carried the statement:

The new defense legislation extends the
authority of both Army and Navy to use
negotiated contracts in the continental
United States. It thus is clear that the large
majority of government contract work will
be on this basis. Whether only the large con-
tracting firms will benefit remains to be seen.
However, as work increases in volume it
seems reasonable that the smaller firms will
get their chance, and even before that some
of them no doubt will be given subcontracts
by the large companies successful in getting
negotiated jobs.1%

By this time small contractors were clos-
ing ranks.

The heating, plumbing, and electrical
contractors were particularly concerned.
Comprising an important segment of the
industry, these specialty firms normally
received a portion of every building con-
tract. Through agreements with trade
unions and materialmen, they had long
ago established subletting of their spe-
cialties as standard construction practice.
Under fixed-price contracts, this system
was profitable all the way around. Spe-
cialty firms usually managed to do the
work cheaper than anybody else. General

106 ENR, June 13, 1940, p. II.

107 Ltr, Rep John W. McCormack (Mass.) to
Woodring, 17 Jun 40. QM 600.1 (CPFF—Misc
Corresp) I.

108 ENR, June 20, 1940, p. 5I.
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contractors saved on overhead, since they
did not have to maintain organization
and equipment for all types of construc-
tion. With fixed-fee contracts, the story
was likely to be different. Here the extent
of subcontracting helped determine the
size of the fee. Principal contractors bene-
fited by subletting as little work as pos-
sible. The Navy had been using fixed-fee
agreements for nearly a year, and, re-
portedly, its jobs had no subcontracts.
Specialty interests feared that the Army’s
mammoth program was about to go the
way of the Navy’s smaller one.®

On g July a delegation called on John-
son. Representing the national associ-
ations of master plumbers and electrical,
heating, piping, and air conditioning con-
tractors, this group spoke for 30,000 firms
employing more than 350,000 workmen.
In answer to their demand for a share of
the program, Johnson stated that The
Quartermaster General was only just be-
ginning to block out the new contract
procedure. He suggested they prepare a
memorandum outlining their position.
The memo was ready the next day. Pre-
sented to Stimson by the associations’
attorney, O. R. McGuire, it recognized
the urgent need for fixed-fee contracts.
Nevertheless, the writers argued, if the
War Department did nothing to prevent
them, prime contractors would perform

~all the work themselves. Proposing to

save the government time and money,
the associations asked that fixed-fee con-
tractors be prohibited by a clause in their

109 (1) William Haber, Industrial Relations in the
Building Industry (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1930), pp. 57-60. (2) John T. Dunlop and
Arthur D. Hill, The Wage Adjustment Board, Wartime
Stabilization in the Building and Construction Industry
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1950), p. 10.
(3) Incl with Ltr, O. R. McGuire, Wash., D.C,, to
Stimson, 10 Jul 40. QM 600.1 (CPFF) L
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agreements from doing specialized con-
struction unless they had at least two
years’ experience in such work. McGuire
and his clients attracted quite a following.
Companies that specialized in wood-
working, painting, masonry, steel erec-
tion, and sheet metal work joined in the
protest. Suppliers and union leaders
joined, too. From California, the Tech-
nical Committee of Specialty Contractors
advised Colonel Hartman to adopt a
contractual safeguard. Otherwise, they
warned, principals would set up their
own specialty departments, buy unneces-
sary machinery, and, perforce, do the
work with unskilled labor.!1°

It was not Hartman’s intention to ex-
clude the specialty firms; but neither did
he intend to make subcontracts manda-
tory. When McGuire contended that
fixed-fee contractors ought to be pre-
vented from doing any work that could
be done at less cost to the government
by others, Hartman readily agreed. But
when McGuire demanded that the con-
tract form be altered to require subletting
of specialty items, Hartman demurred.
“Work may be performed by experienced
specialized subcontractors when it is in
the interest of the Government to do so,
and not otherwise,” he said; how its
interests would in each case best be served
should be left for the government to
decide. Hartman meant to settle the
question at the time of negotiation, before
the contractor was chosen and the fee
was fixed. “Otherwise,” he explained,
“we might have a situation where the

10 (1) Ltr, with Incl, McGuire to Stimson, 10 Jul
40. QM 600.1 (CPFF) 1. (2) Ltr, Hogan to Dillon,
147 Jul 40. ANMB 334 Comm Members and Min. (3)
Ltr, A. S. Whitmore, San Francisco, Cal., to Hart-
man, 25 Jul 40. QM 600.1 (CPFF) L. (4) Fourneymen
Plumbers and Steam Fitters Journal, September 1940,

P 5-
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general contractor received a fixed fee
based on an understanding that his or-
ganization would perform the major part
of the work and later find that he had by
subcontracts turned over to others a
major part of the work for which he had
been especially selected and paid a fee.””111
In Hartman’s opinion, the agreement as
written promised the specialists a fair
deal. He called attention to the clause
guaranteeing the contractor full reim-
bursement for all payments to subcon-
tractors. He also revealed that the As-
sistant Secretary’s office was reviewing a
form for fixed-fee subcontracts. The spe-
cialty men received further assurance.
With William H. Harrison, chief of
NDAC’s new Construction Section, Hart-
man hammered out a statement of policy,
which the Hogan committee unanimously
endorsed.’? On g0 July Harrison an-
nounced:

Underlying the whole defense construc-
tion program and particularly those projects
handled on a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee basis is the
intention that the work not only shall be
done soundly, expeditiously, and economi-
cally, but that it shall be done with due re-
gard to the generally accepted methods and
procedures currently followed in the con-
struction industry.!3

The statement had the desired effect.
The protests subsided, as subcontractors
settled back to await the flood of emer-
gency orders.

Not one to be diverted from a course
he thought was right, Hartman mean-

11 Memo, Hartman for Harrison, 6 Aug 40. QM
600.1 (CPFF—Policy) 1.

12 (1) Ltr, Hartman to A. S. Whitmore, 29 Jul 40.
QM 600.1 (CPFF) I. (2) Memo, Harrison for Hart-
man, 31 Jul g0. QM 600.1 (CPFF—Policy) I. (3)
Litr, Hogan to Dillon, 5 Aug 40. ANMB-MB 203.4—
3.1 Constr, etc.

18 Quoted in The Constructor, August 1940, p. II.
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while intensified his efforts to use fixed-fee
contracts. Though opposition was still
strong, the outlook was improving.
Among the many civilians called to high
posts in Washington were a number who
understood the contracting game. Knud-
sen was a keen advocate of negotiation.
Harrison’s views on procurement methods
reflected his experience as vice president
and chief engineer of the American Tele-
phone and Telegraph Company. Others
in NDAC could also be relied upon to
favor management agreements. Com-
missioner Ralph Budd was a veteran rail-
road construction man, and Gano Dunn,
one of Stettinius’ lieutenants, was presi-
dent of the J. G. White Engineering
Company. The Hogan committee stood
solidly behind the fixed-fee proposition.
The return of Benedict Crowell strength-
ened this lineup greatly. When the Re-
publican Stimson became Secretary of
War, one of the first men he turned to
for help was his former client, Crowell,
a Democrat whose friendship with the
President dated back to the Wilson ad-
ministration. Even before Stimson’s Cabi-
net appointment received Senate con-
firmation, Crowell was back in the War
Department, preparing for his role as a
senior adviser. By late July 1g40 the way
was clear for several fixed-fee lettings.
On the 2g9th Harry Loving, henceforth
the Construction Division’s chief negoti-
ator, awarded his first fixed-fee contract,
an agreement with Charles T. Main,
Inc., for architectural and engineering
services at Springfield Armory. Four days
later a second fixed-fee contract, this one
with Fred T. Ley for construction of the
M rifle plant at Springfield, was signed
by Brigadier General Hartman (the new
rank had become effective on 1 August,
when General Seaman finished out his

147

Harry W. LoviNGg

terminal leave). Discussions with Whit-
man, Requardt & Smith of Baltimore led
on the gth to a fixed-fee agreement for
architect-engineer services at Edgewood
Arsenal and Aberdeen Proving Ground.
During the last three weeks of August,
Hartman and Loving let six additional
fixed-fee contracts, some for design and
some for construction. Included were
projects at Edgewood, Aberdeen, Pica-
tinny Arsenal, the Philadelphia Quarter-
master Depot, and Elmendorf Field in
Alaska.'* Thus all the early fixed-fee jobs
were either industrial or air. Hartman
had so far been unable to use the high
speed contract where speed was needed
most—on camps for the million-man
Army.

Throughout the summer of 1940 he
waited anxiously for funds to become
available for camp construction. Ap-

1 H Subcomm of the Comm on Appns, 76th
Cong, 3d sess, Hearings on Third Supplemental National
Defense Appropriation Bill for 1941, pp. 66-67.
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propriations for camps were irrevocably
bound to those other, more controversial
measures, the National Guard and Se-
lective Service bills, for unless Congress
voted to call the men, there would be no
need to provide money for sheltering
them. Months of good construction
weather were lost in deliberation and
debate. The isolationists put up a fierce
battle against the Guard and draft propo-
sals. The President, making his bid for an
unprecedented third term, did not at
first press for action. As time wore on
without a vote on the essential legis-
lation, military leaders became increas-
ingly concerned. On 5 August, six weeks
after the introduction of the Burke-
Wadsworth bill and two months after
the President’s request for authority to
federalize the Guard, General Marshall
appealed to members of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee:

Shelter is a serious problem at the present

moment. We have known for some time
where we wanted to put these people. We
had decided on the type of shelter to be
erected and had plans and specifications
for it. We thought Congress would settle the
question of authority to order out the Na-
tional Guard and the matter of compulsory
training by the 1st of August. . .
- What has happened is that the weeks have
been passing and we have no authority to
enter into contracts to provide the additional
shelter required.

He warned, “We cannot afford to specu-
late regarding the security of this coun-
try.”’115 But Congress failed to heed his
injunction. The political fireworks con-
tinued. Not until September did General
Hartman receive the necessary funds.
As early as July lack of construction
money threatened to disrupt plans for
bringing men into the Army. The General

1S Subcomm of the Comm on Appns, 76th
Cong, 3d sess, Hearings on H R 10263, pp. 4, 2
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Staff, anticipating congressional ap-
proval, had set 16 September as the
tentative date for ordering the first
National Guard units into service; soon
thereafter, men were to be drafted to
bring the Regular Army and the Guard
units to war strength. On go July Colonel
Meyer of G—4 explained the meaning of
this plan in terms of construction:

To br1ng the Regular Army to war strength
will require additional construction for ap-
proximately 100,000 men. This construction
will require essentially the expansion of
existing facilities, and can probably be ef-
fected in two months from the time funds
become available. To bring in the National
Guard will require the occupation of new or
partially developed sites which involves
major construction of utilities and hospitali-
zation prior to occupancy. Such construc-
tion will require a minimum of three months
from the time funds become available.!'®

Thus, even if the Quartermaster Corps
began to build immediately, enough
shelter would not be available at Regular
Army posts until October, and National
Guard camps would not be ready before
1 November, six weeks after the first
Guardsmen were slated to be called.
Alarmed at this situation, Hartman
and G—4 looked for some means of be-
ginning construction in advance of con-
gressional action. WPA funds offered one
possibility. General Moore encouraged
their use in clearing land, digging water
and sewer ditches, and building minor
structures. By employing relief money the
Quartermaster Corps got preliminaries
under way at a number of projects.
Nevertheless, launching the full-scale pro-
gram required funds far in excess of those
available from WPA. A more promising
source of construction money lay in the
President’s emergency fund. In view of

116 Memo, Meyer for Marshall, 30 Jul 40. G—4/
31435 Sec 1.



FIRST STEPS TOWARD MOBILIZATION

Roosevelt’s announced intention of
spending his “kitty”’ for planes and pilots
and for antiaircraft guns and gunners,
the General Staff at first hesitated to ask
him to use any of it for construction.
Then someone hit upon the happy ex-
pedient of asking him, not for an outright
grant, but for a loan. On 29 July repre-
sentatives of G—3 and G—4 conferred with
Nurse and Hartman. All agreed that the
problem was primarily one of the new
National Guard camps. At established
posts additional troops could be crowded
in temporarily by double-bunking and
other makeshifts. At most of the Guard
camps—those in the South—men could
live in tents, but only if utilities, hos-
pitals, and storehouses were provided
beforehand. In line with this thinking,
General Marshall requested funds for
these necessities at twelve National Guard
sites and for a full division camp at Fort
Dix, New Jersey, one of the northern
posts where troops would spend the win-
ter. Roosevelt agreed to the proposal,
and on 2 August approved a loan of
$29.5 million. In less than a month, the
money was exhausted.!V

The loan from the President’s kitty
went to fourteen different projects. The
G—4, Colonel Reybold, allotted part of
the money for clearing, grading, and
draining divisional camp sites at Ed-
wards, Jackson, Blanding, McClellan,
Shelby, Livingston, Claiborne, Robinson,
Sill, Bowie, and Lewis and for prelimi-
nary work on Coast Artillery firing

7 (1) WD Ltr AG 600.12 IR (6-6-40) M-D-M,
to Chiefs Arms and Servs, 15 Jun 40, sub: WD Policy
on Utilization of WPA Funds. AG 600.12 IR (3-11—
33) Sec I F. (2) 1st Ind, 23 Jul 40 on Ltr, CG Sixth
Corps Area to TAG. QM 121.2 Part 3. (3) Notes of
Conf, 29 Jul g40. G—4/31%51. (4) Memo and Incl,
Meyer for Marshall, 30 Jul g0. (5) Memo, Reybold
for Marshall, 30 Aug 40. Last two in G-4/31%735
Sec 1.
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centers at Stewart and Hulen. These jobs
were begun almost immediately by pur-
chase and hire. The remainder of the
money went for a cantonment for the
44th Division at Fort Dix. This project
was advertised for lump sum bids. On
30 August the Constructing Quarter-
master at Dix awarded a $5,535,000
fixed-price contract to the George A.
Fuller Company.'® Years afterward
General Gregory recalled, “One of the
first camps we built was Dix. That was
not a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contract and
it went through pretty good.”’1** With one
of the world’s biggest and best con-
struction organizations on the job, the
work did indeed go well. But the con-
tractor took a licking. In an unsuccessful
attempt to recoup its losses, the Fuller
Company later entered twenty-two
claims for additional payment, four of
which totaled a million dollars.!?

With approval of the National Guard
Act on 27 August, General Hartman took
steps to get the Guard camps fully under
way. Although the act carried no money,
passage of an appropriation bill was only
a matter of time. At a conference in
General Marshall’s office on the goth
Hartman suggested borrowing $150 mil-
lion of the funds for expediting production
from the Ordnance Department. The
Chief of Staff told him to “get it and go
ahead.” But the Bureau of the Budget
turned thumbs down. Hartman then de-
cided to start building, money or no. On
the g1st Major Nurse informed G—4 that
the Construction Division was proceeding
to select contractors and negotiate fixed-
fee contracts for eight of the critical
projects. Since funds were not yet avail-
M/ 32429. (2) Telg, Gregory to CQM Ft
Dix, 30 Aug 40. QM 652 (Ft Dix—Tempo Housing).

U9 Verbatim Rpt, Meeting with Gregory and

Hastings, p. 17.
120 QM 158 (Fuller, Geo. A.) 1940—4I.
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able, “tentative deficits” were being in-
curred. On 10 September Colonel Rey-
bold gave this action the Staff’s blessing.
Meanwhile, on the gth, the President
signed the second supplemental defense
appropriation bill, which carried approxi-
mately $5.4 billion for the War and Navy
Departments. This measure provided
$201,109,030 for command construction,
including $128,107,115 for the Guard
camps and, on the industrial side, an
additional $325 million for expediting
production. It also gave The Quarter-
master General contracting authority in
the amount of $14 million to be applied
to construction work and made available
$6,524,336 to the Chief of Engineers for
work on seacoast defenses.!?!

Even before Congress voted to call the
Guard, G-g announced a formal schedule
for expanding the Army. Four National
Guard divisions were to enter federal
service on 16 September, to be followed
by six more on 15 October, four on 15
November, and four on 15 December.
Meanwhile, beginning with 75,000 se-
lectees on 15 October, conscription would
proceed at a rate designed to bring the
total number of draftees in the Army to
400,000 by 15 January. Both Reybold
and Hartman despaired of meeting these
dates. Immediately after passage of the
National Guard Act, they asked the Chief
of Staff to revise the schedule to allow
more time for construction. General
Marshall listened sympathetically to their
proposal, but with the fate of the Burke-
Wadsworth bill still in doubt, he hesi-
tated to take a step that might prejudice
its chances. While Marshall pondered
the question, word came that a change

121 (1) Notes of Conf in OCofS, 30 Aug 40. OCS,
Misc Confs, 20 May—-25 Sep 40. (2) Ltr, Nurse to
TAG, 31 Aug 40, and 1st Ind, 10 Sep 40. QM 600.1
(Misc) 1940. (3) 54 Stat. 842.
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in plans would probably defeat selective
service. That settled the matter. On 12
September Reybold gave Hartman the
bad news. While the induction of draftees
might later be postponed, the Guard di-
visions would come in on schedule.?
Signed by the President on 16 Sep-
tember 1940, the Selective Service Act
focused attention on the critical problem
of the camps. Under the draft law, no
men could be conscripted until “shelter,
sanitary facilities, water supplies, heating
and lighting arrangements, medical care,
and hospital accommodations” had been
provided for them.!?s On the 1gth General
Marshall announced that a similar policy
would govern the calling of the Guard.
“We are following the progress of shelter
more exactingly than any other one
item,”” he told the House Appropriations
Committee. “So long as the international
situation permits, we will set the dates
for the induction of the National Guard
and the trainees on the basis of completion
of shelter.” Asked if enough building
funds were on hand, the Chief of Staff
replied that they were not, and he added,
“Every day counts.”’** Marshall pointed
out that the third supplemental defense
appropriation bill; then under consider-
ation, contained a total of $36%,293,902
for ground and air projects. A breakdown
of this figure showed $29.5 million to
repay the loan from the President,
$8,7474,000 for training areas, $19 million

12 (1) Memo, G-3 for Marshall, 14 Aug 40. (2)
Memo, Reybold for Marshall, 20 Aug 40. Both in
G-4/31453-18. (3) Memo, Reybold for G-1, 28 Aug
40. G—4/31048. (4) Biennial Report of the Chief of
Staff, July 1, 1941. In Report of the Secretary of War to
the President, 1941 (Washington, 1941), p. 52. (5)
Memo, Reybold for TQMG, 12 Sep 40. G—4/31453~
18.

13 4 Stat. 885.

12¢ H Subcomm of the Comm on Appns, 76th Cong,
3d sess, Hearings, Third Supplemental National Defense
Appropriation Bill for 1941, p. 40.
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for facilities to increase the Air Corps
to fifty-four combat groups, and
$310,019,902 for shelter. Because wages
and prices were rising sharply, this last
estimate allowed $450 per man for can-
tonments and $320 per man for tent
camps. The committee acted at once to
remedy the lack of funds. Extracting the
sums for shelter, airfields, and training
areas from the third supplemental, it
sponsored a joint resolution which quickly
passed both Houses and received the
President’s signature on 24 September.125
Thus, as General Marshall noted, the
bulk of the money for camp construction
became available “as the leaves were
beginning to fall.’’126

With passage of the third supple-
mental early in October, Congress com-
pleted the current round of defense ap-
propriations. Approved on the 8th, this
act made available approximately $1 bil-
lion to the Army and Navy. Included
were substantial sums for military con-
struction. The Quartermaster General
got nearly $65 million in building funds—
$33,717,489 for maintenance, $1,729,357
for the repair of hospitals, and $29.5
million to pay back the loan from the
President’s kitty. The sum of $122,850
went to the Chief of Engineers for
modernizing seacoast fortifications. For
expediting production, there was a total
of $198 million in cash and contract
authority, part of which was for building
government-owned  aircraft plants.’?’
Congress had granted every request made
to it for construction funds. But Congress

126 (1) 1bid., pp. 33-34, 57-58. (2) Gen Marshall’s
Testimony, 30 Sep 40. In S Subcomm of the Comm
on Appns, 76th Cong, 3d sess, Hearings on H R 10572,
p. 1. (3) 54 Stat. 958. ]

126 Biennial Report of the Chief of Staff, 1941, in
Report of the Secretary of War to the President, 1941,
p. 52.

17 54 Stat. 965.
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had not been asked for all that would be
necessary. Questioned on 19 September
as to whether the latest estimate for tent
camps would hold good, General Hart-
man replied, “The estimate of $320 was
made about three weeks ago, and within
the last week lumber has jumped from
$6 to $8 per thousand feet.””* Testifying
before a Senate committee ten days later,
General Marshall said, “We are not at
all certain that the funds provided for
shelter are sufficient. It is impossible to
say at this moment whether they are or
not. If they do prove insufficient, we will
request the necessary additional funds
when Congress convenes in January.”12

General Hartman was in a precarious
position. Time was short. Winter with
its bad construction weather loomed
ahead. Unsuitable sites, inadequate engi-
neering data, and uncertain markets were
but some of the factors that threatened
delay. If induction dates were to be met,
the Construction Division would have to
do a job of unusual difficulty with un-
precedented speed. But speed meant
money. Building funds were insufficient
to pay for the program even if rigid
economy were practiced. To complete
the camps on schedule and to keep within
the available funds was impossible. But
that was Hartman’s assignment—an as-
signment he reportedly accepted only
“because of the constant reiteration by
Moore that, if he did not, the work would
be assigned to the Corps of Engineers
and that would be the end of the Con-
struction Quartermaster.’’130

128H Subcomm of the Comm on Appns, 76th
Cong, 3d sess, Hearings on Third Supplemental National
Defense Appropriation Bill for 1941, p. 58.

129 S Subcomm of the Comm on Appns, 76th
Cong, 3d sess, Hearings on H R 10572, p. 7.

130 Gen Groves Comments on Second Draft, MS,
Construction in the United States, IV, 4. Cited
hereinafter as Groves Second Draft Comments.
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